AY B i
180-10142-10064 [2022 RELEASE UNDER THE PRESIDENT JOHN F. KENNEDY ASSASSINATION RECORDS ACT OF 1992]
N

L HSCH Clnss Depo €TI0k 0 Seeled S e
p3 ) Ex€c ;e'r'rlw\v?'—emw/éof /é/‘a{qrdﬁé/mr/ 8/?/7)/

7(M;CZQ_ S Amﬂ—ﬂ—c—-«i?z%-

L A
_

Criein. £ 55 BookT, par
; /

o e Johq Sc;e’/.ro/ S//t. 73/ Vo L4 2 JH
> & [ R
LFP7 )

%«'7 /M/ Chaey it cr

Kl Sl e Ty

N oY a'\é “rLA )
DL LTy oY KI ,/\.cv‘l(' //c//,;\(/ ),/,1//

 Shscac ff? . JEKOZ CK”‘ ‘”*Q:_’Q‘L S WP
_ LF:; Q(..&/ //,)//K)ID7)

Q. . ) -
e - l2-looey



~ FORRELEASE.

: i_ E.)é—ec_ ﬂ,,(S'tJ_—CJ"t"iM(\.;}u_'F }Ct'MWN/ ?/‘V?d’/
1, geealis [ Ch Class. Pepo ot JohinScelss,

S‘//C/?d’/ ya /35)

| /]ﬂaODWW< (S A Class.
.%o 64/647/’\4"\/’% ﬁ“c”\/ Fp'l?—'-l?} / Q&‘G%

2 dedt b e

GPFLOOR plinas TR Aa (Sectae] L5l
% T Str W%Z« |
RETURNTG GiA

i  Background Use Only
- Do Not Reproduce







s 30
e

T
M L2

,\d..er\;-.l?‘:‘ga 2A
hic h Wik &

Aas.

ﬁrA£S<:504wum+4£€3

rg &esirt
ok IS

I o

im W

gens vivuR Bowmrces a

concrn

£

aréasl «

Soon S

2

o ?ro%&*‘ vis

oAt Hha i ouren CoMmmMisSiodiin

[—; be)r‘fkka ll\ﬁ RNk P IS e o
’i?éf‘b(fk‘DSﬁ/:he photosurveillance and teleohon@c survelllance

- 17 -
Mr. Rocca, as the day to day CIA working level
contact with the Warren Commission stated that on the
average it took less than one week for the CIA to transmit
its information to the Warren Commission, after such in-
formation had been processed by the Agency. (Rocca dep.,

pPp.66-67) (Add the opinion of WC staffers.)
GEF1N

However, ms e — —
n(éf(ﬂ'?‘orpfa*to(-u\.j 3

Co
SN the CIA's senst1ve‘ sources and methods, caused

the Warren Commission to experience greater difficulty

, o relevars
in getting e==® information than when the protection of

such sources and methods was not at issue. J. Lee Rankin

(_'G‘F'O( -*-
expressed the opinion that the Agency's waissEsgl to pro-

tect its sensitive sources and methods did EEFSSEEES c
wl\ib‘\

emm cffect wwmmm the quality of the information to ‘e

the Warren Commission and itS.. QN access.

& S A s
(Rankin at p.23) ]/ bAFs a resulamé o
mod ke N e *“’uél*}\h ‘&‘of')nm.'f
Agency wessheimmmsi- unilateral decisions W e-
ke eSS +e C/7

e g materials w * the Commission. (Sce\;so dep.

.}&.,‘.”,:u“b._”

operatlons of the CIA's Mex1coﬁ City Station
ofects o

2) As a related con31deratlon1the controversy sur-
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rounding™photograph now referred to as that
of the "Mexico City Mystery Man"
Each of these concerns will be examined Wiy

ﬁerein.

The CIA's concern for revealing the existence of

sensitive technical operations, as outlined above, was
.
. n . . .
evident from the *ceptlon of the Warren Commission.
Mr. Scelso commented that "we were not authorized at first
to reveal all our technical operations." (Scelso dep.
p.158) Scelso further testified:

We were going to give them intelligence re-
ports which derived from all our sources, in-
cluding technical sources, including the tele-
phone intercept and the information gotten
from the interrogation of Silvia Duran, for
example, which corresponded almost exactly
with the information from the telephone inter-
cepts. (Ext to Scelso quote, all of p.5)

Mr. Scelso's characterization is supported by
examination of the background to the first major CIA
report furnished the Warren Commission r?garding Lee Harvey
, 21 Joun memo
Oswald's trip to Mexico City. ¢(Cite.) Much of the informa-
tion provided to the Warren Commission in this report was
based upon sensitive sources and methods, identification
of which had been deleted completely from the report.
elB. . . e o
The“policy wyxisdiigRpe liniting Warren Commission know-
ledge of CIA sources and methods was articulated as early
as December 20, 1963, at which time a cable was sent from

CIA headquarters to the Mexico City Station which stated:

Our present plan in passing information to the
Warren Commission is to eliminate mention of tele-




~phone taps, in order to protect your contin-
uing 6pS . Will rely instead on statements
of Silvia Duran and on contents of Soviet
Consular file which Soviets gave ODACID

(CIA cable DIR 97829 FOlA 498-204, 29Janl964)

The basic policy articulated in the December 20,
1963 cable is also set forth in a CIA memorandum of
December 17, 1963. 1In that memorandum, Birch O'Neal
4y¢qA1&weﬂﬂg»*'W»éHb¢P‘
of the CIA Counterintelligence/S$taff wrote that he had
been advised by Sam Papich, FBI liaison mem to the CIA,
that the FBI was anticipating a request from the Warren
Commission for copies of the FBI's materials which sup-
ported or complimented the FBI's five volume report of
Decmeber 9, 1963 submitted to the Warren Commission.

Papich provided O'Neal with this report which indicated

that some United States Agency was tapping telephones

in Mexico. Papich queried O'Neal whether the FBI could
Sar

supply the Warren Commission with™source of the telephone
taps. (The FBI had knowledge of CIA's telephone surveil-

lance operations in Mexico City, see cIa gal; 3/779/510)

Mu)’
0'Neal's memorandum nllllﬂ!!that he discussed this matter

with Scelso who in turn, after a discussion with Helms,
was directed by Helms to prepare CIA material to be passed
.to the Warren Commission. O'Neal wrote:

He (Scelso) was guite sure it was not the
Agency's desire to make available to the Com-
mission at least in this manner--via the FBI-
sensitive information which could relate to
telephone taps (Birch O'Neal, Memo for File,
20 Dec 63, Subj: Lee Harvey Oswald)

vy
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LSS do \QQ ) '\‘@Q Cn ‘kl\pc*obow‘ d
the form of this presentation <k ceteiemCEmEees 11 O-

tect the CIA's Mexico City Station's sources and techniques.

(CIA Cable Dir. 90466, FOIA 420-757, 20 Dec 63)

IV. Telephone Taps and Photo Surveillance

Mr. Helms offered testimony regarding the CIA's
reticence to inform the Warren Commission, at least during

Q,F-‘ék&bm £ pon: Sdﬂéﬂk
the initial stage of the CIA's telephonic and photo sur-

veillance operations in Mexico City. We

Helms testified:

The reason for the sensitivity of these tele-
phone taps and surveillance was not only be-
cause it was sensitive from the Agency's
standpoint, but the telephone taps were run- gz}
ning in conjunction with theﬁﬁexican authori-;
ties]and therefore, if this had become public
knowledge, it would have caused very bad feel-
ings between Mexico and ‘the United States,

and that was the reason. (Helms Exec Session
hearlng, Pp 5]. 52, Sl s e 2T AT

Nevertheless, the CIA had provided information to
the FBI regarding the Mexico City surveillance operations

prior to the assassination. %J%fyqing the post-agssassination
CSBTET G [ i 1S FuthCmam
o ®). TIeosewiinemisges, 2S

(4

period

of November 28, 1963 the White House, through information

made avaiiable by DCI McCone to National Security Council®
_ KRead baon mads '

Director McGeorge Bundy, - aware that the CIA had tele-

phone taps in operation against the Cuban and Soviet Em-

bassy/Consulatesand that through these taps Oswald's pre-

sence in Mexico City prior to the assassination had been

corroborated. {(,) k Me Copg, (il Yo 1M fé)’&\,i-vafu’ev;a
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| (,Lno\)lulhal\eg | '
"The CIA's “ to inform the Warren Comm1551on

sfis a source R

o%concernto this Committee. It is 1nd1cat1ve of- an’i

L “G&' () LAY TN Skcwlnt‘ff’&dﬁb’"‘fu
‘_tudaaen~ther1@ﬂﬂ%!?ﬂ?1ﬁﬂﬂ;to --i-i-liiql

" I Vil CA Lot unc-«vﬁi‘f&b,
" substance -ﬁ-—!a-g!ﬂ!!u!eu information II!.E prov1de§3

Sffthe.Warren Commission. (See Scelso deE-T “This process

.fhdmidhthell have hampered the Commission'sWabilityfto pro—:;*ut
:ceed'in its investigation with all the facts before‘it, |
".even”those dﬁ?ch mlght have meant exp051ng certaln sensi-
}mtlve‘operatlons to the’ Comm1551on |

‘As noted prev10usly, on January 31 “1964, the CIA :

‘prov1ded the Warren Comm1551on with a memorandum that
C'chronlcled Lee Harvey Oswald's Mexico Clty visitf durlng
! September 26, 1963 - October 3, 1963.. That memorandum - ¢ . -
““ "‘-'.ll-iilllh-i e
oymentlon Oswald's various conver- - B
satlons with the Cuban and Soggtg Embassy/ConsulateShad 3
~been tapped and subsequently transcrlbed. "Furthermore,
\ that memorandum ,ck* no'f/é\entlonm that the CIA
o had tapped and transcribed conversations between Cuban
’ft Embassy employee Sylv1a Duran and Soviet officials at-
"d the Sov1et Embassy/Consulate nor was mention made of the’
' conversatlons between Cuban President Dorticos and Cuban B

ST ‘ Ambassador to Mex1co whlch the CIA had’ also ‘tapped and

R

transcribed.
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| On Febfuary 1L, 1964 Helﬁs appeared before the

Commission {see above) and likely discussed the memoran-
dumlof January 5/ , 1964. On Feburary 10, 1964, J. Lee
Rankin wrote Helms in regard to the CIA memorandum of
January 31. A review of gankinfs letter indicates thaf

| Ars writing o
aSapbaaee as of wieesispsssssweestense, the Warren Commission
had no substantive knowledge of the telephonécsurveillance
operation or the production i.e., the tapes and trans-
cripts, from that operation. Rankin inquired in the Feb-
ruary 10, 1964 | 2+ter whether Oswald's direct communica-
tion with employees of the Séviet Embassy (as stated in
¢t__;_m_ of the January 31 memorandum) had been facilitated
by telephone or interview. Manifestly, if the Warren Com-
mission had been informed of the telephong( surveillance
operation and its success in tapping Oswald this ingquiry
by Rankin would not have been made.

Raymond Rocca's testimony tends to support this
conclusion. It was Rocca's recollection that between
the time period of January 1964 - April 1964, Warren Com-
mission;s representatives had visited the CIA's headquar-
teré in Langley, Virginia and had been shpwn various trans-
cripts resulﬁing from the CIA's telephoné&< surveillance
operations in Mexico City. (Rocca dep. p.89) However,
Mr. Rocca did not personélly make this material available
to Commission representatives and was not able to state

under oath precisely the point in time at which the Warren

Commission learned of these operations.
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On February 19, 1964 the CIA responded to‘Rankin's
inquiry of February 10. The Agency response did indi-
cate that Oswald had phoned the Soviet Consulate and was
also interviewed at the Consulate. However, the Agency did
not reveal ﬁhesourceof this information in its response
to the Commissio jpr indicate that it would be revealed

by other means (e.g. by oral briefing).

During the period of March - April 1964, David
Slawson drafted a series of memoranda wﬂich among other
issues concerned Warren Commission knowledge of and access
to the production material derived from the CIA telephoné(
surveillance operations in Mexico City. A review of
these memoranda tendStC)support the Committee's belief
that.the Warren Commission, through Mssrs. Slawson, Coleman,
and Willens did not obtain access to CIA telephone surveil-
lance materials until April 9, 1964. At that time, Coleman,
_ \lwson and Willens met with Win Scott, the CIA's Chief

Scett . ,
of Station in Mexico City ,wi provided them with various

transcripts and translations derived from CIA telephone

taps of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy/Consulates. (Slawson
memorandum of April 22, 1964, subject: A r)
n -
HEa— 1, ?rior to & it appears doubtful

that the Commission had been given even partial access

to the referenced material. Nevertheless, by March 12,
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1964, the record indicates that the Warren Commission

had at.least become aware that the CIA did maintain

telephondt surveillance of the Cuban Embassy/Consulate.

ASSlawson memorandum, March 12, 1964, Subj: meeting with

CIA representatives). Slawson's memorandum reveals

~eps® the Warren Commission had learned that CIA isesFymres

possess!ﬂt transcripts of conversations between the Cuban

Ambassador to Mexico, Armas, and the Cuban President Dorticos.
Porticos- Acmas

Thees® conversations, requested by the Warren Commission

representatives at a meeting with CIA officials, including

Richard Helms, aigrearery» concerned Silvia

Dugﬁh's arrest and interrogation by the Mexican Federal
f:‘_.% '

Police (cite?). @S IEENEES>y Helms responded to the Com-

steeds oR

mission's request for access, JuaitaTREgEd that he would
attempt to arrange for the Warren Commission representatives'
review @ this material. (Slawson memo, March 12,' 1964)

| It should be noted that the recérds reviewed do not
reveal the manner in which the Commission learned of the
Dorticos-Armas intercepts.— As detailed above, both the FBI
and White House (through McGeorge Bundy) were aware of the
CIA's telephonic surveillance activities in Mexico City.
(CE%ggn-One or the other could well have provided the War-
ren Commission with this information. Nevertheless, Ray-
mond Roqas' testimony as c¢ited herein (Rocca dep. )
lends some support to the position that the Commission haa
been informed of the Dorticos-Armas conversations through
the CIA's initiative.




- 27 -

Another Slawson memorandum, dated March 25, 1964

concerned Oswald's trip to Mexico. Slawson therein stated

. . LY X I X L
that the tentative conclusions -C—ﬁﬁ—!& Oswald's

Mexico trip,(that he had reacheg were derived from CIA

memorandad of January 31, 1964 and February 19, 1964,
andlin additiorn, a Mexican federal police summary SRgEgrof
interrogations conducted shortly after the assassination
with certain Cuban Embassy employees. Slawson wrote:

A large part of it (the summary report) is

simply a summation of what the Mexican police

learned when they interrogated Mrs. Silvia

puran, {sicd an employee of the Cuban Consulate

in Mexico City, and is therefore only as accu--

rate as Mrs. Duran's testimony to the police.

These comments indicate that Seﬁbson placed limited
reliance upon the Mexican police summary. Moreover, there
is no indication that quason had been provided the Duran
telephon#& intercept transcripts. In fact, by virtue of
Slawson's comments conerning the Mq&ﬁ%an police report,
it would appear that the Warren Commission,as of March 25

/ /

had been provided little substantive information pertaining

to Sylvia Duran. «-'* {nS 22%’

The Committee's belief that Slawson had not been
given access to the Duran transcripts is further supported
by reference to his memorandum of March 27, 1964 (Cite)
wherein he states his conclusion that Oswald had visited
the Cuban Embassy oh three occasions. This conclusion

Wese Wef
he visismmessins based upon an analysis of Sylvia Duran's testi-

'! his mamecandnm lotars
mony before the Mexican police. no
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indication that he]uﬁgreviewed any of the Duran
transcripts. Furthermore, f@ ha been given access
to these transcripts, certainly their substance would have
been incorporated into his analysis and accordingly noted
for this purpose. His analysis ébould havd‘reflecéed

the fact of this reviey either by its corroboration or

aboveeil -’r:t;\sgr*rﬁ;si
criticism of the Mexican police summary report.

states that

1964, thﬂ@;acorvz

LG

#estigaite

'iﬂ? i ‘fﬁga not been given
BN S Séardson w@aj‘;

a¥2eSs to the Duran transcripts. he Commission had been

forced to rely upon the two memoranda that did not make

L e
CRSRTN r Es n it e

suspet Lo

reference to the surveillance operations,and at summarys po-

lice report. Thus, the Agency had been successful for
over three months in not exposing the surveillance opera-
tions to the review of the concerned Warren Commission
staff members. As was stated in the CIA cable of Decem-

ber 20, 1964 to its Mexico City Station:

Our present plan in"passing information to
the Warren Commission is to eliminate mention
of telephone taps, in order to protect your
continuing operations. Will rely instead

on statements of Silvia Duran and on contents
of Soviet consular file which Soviets gave
ODACID here.

(CIA cable, DIR 90466, FOIA 420-757, Dec. 20,

1964 CIA p.2144)

5
-
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: v ,
times. He statedfhat this conclugi

Has based upon his

A5

review of Silyffa Duran's tes ggy“to he Mexican goffeg.

(Slawson meyfOrandum, Mar};ﬁ?ff'l96f»'CIA P. nffé) Howeder,

- Slawson gbes not staggﬁkhat h:s:fonclusio;ﬁtwere alsgfdrawn

e

P

from r?'iefﬁjﬁxﬁﬁyidf the prduction fgfm the Mexjifo City
5 F AT y
statigh surCeilldnce 0935-“'ons:” € doe fraicate,

~, W:::gf ‘e ...!_(" e T{“(;é:' =
US” regarding Ogwald's

or P

howevdyr, thggfhis~Teasoning e

sl

e

g

Logically, access to. the

visit tow“ﬁngEQQnﬁEﬁﬁgésy.
telephoﬂ?éig;rveillance production would have clarified some
ambiguities. For example, on September 27, at 4:05 p.m.
Silvia Duran telephoned the Soviet Embassy and stated
that an American was presently at the Cuban Embassy, re-
questing an in-transit visit to Cuba. This American was
determined by CIA analysts to be Oswald. Again on Septem-
ber 28, at 11:51 a.m. Duran telephoned the Soviet Consulate
stating that an American, identified by CIA analysts as

0! e cth had twice
Oswald Q at the Cuban Embassy. Thus, Oy
Mefinitively established that Oswald had
visited the Cuban Embassy on at least two occasions.
Moreover, the specific dateSand exact times of his presence
in the Cuban Embassy/&gsr:établished as the result of the
telephonic surveillance. Had this information been made
available to Slawsoh, his calcuations of Oswald's activities

in Mexico City would have been more firmly established

than- they were as of March 27, 1964. These transcripts
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could hav? been made available to the Warren Commission
at itslﬂlhception but as. the record indicates they were

not then made available.

The record supports the Committee's finding that
as of April 2, 1964 the Warren Commission had still not
been given access to the'above—referenced series of tele-
phongt intercepts. In a memorandum of that date by Coleman
and Slawson,theyarticulateﬂone question to the CIA and
two requests for information from the Agencye (Ambassador
ann file memo April 2, 1964, CIA p. 1975) (my notes?) Q"'Qm‘"\‘\M

Slawsen wfete!
1) What is the information source referred to in
the November 28 telegram that Oswald intended

to settle down in Odessa;

2) We would like to see copies of the transcripts

of the intercepts, translated if possible, in
-all cases where the intercepts !égseto the
assassination or related subjects;

3) We would especially like to see the intercept

in which the alleégation that money was passed
at the Cuban Embassy is discussed
(Lie~T)

The question initially posed in the above-referenced
memorandum of April 2 concerns the CIA telephongc intercept
of September 27, 1963 at 10:37 a.m. (Slawson memo, April
22,‘ 1964“,‘ CI‘Z:*pc.’*3223). Necessarily, if Slawson @—?’M\Aﬂ

Nec<ss f'z-o-f

the source of the information, he had not been
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Mﬂnqﬂ' e

provided that source

The first Coleman-Slawson request (EREEERTESE
'*C#N*S Shﬂ*ﬁ the AnmniSEian ot
T . that m O~ T T :H_‘ RTrE

concerning the assa551n@tlon (asaw Chearty Top ated -
/ p\(& # CC"’ —(; ““;— ol A 2t = ~ RS . \l’& w G (RN L8 ! 3 S v#,.,»,f:.;.( lﬂ-e ‘ RV S

The second request,{?tem number threé of the above
listiﬁéz reveals thét the intercept of the Dorticos-Arman
cohversation of November 22, 1964, in which the passing
of monies (&S discussed hadlnot as of April 2 been proVided
to the Commission. The Commission had specifically requested
the Dorticos-Armas transcrlpts. Gﬂfthe March 12, 1964
meeting between Commission representatives and Agency re-

\‘,‘»-a S ERE
presentativesas (Cite.) I 4.

On April 3, 1964, Coleman and Slawson articulated
their concern for receiving complete access.to all material®
relevant to Oswald's México City trip. They wrote:

fhe most probable final result of the entire

investigation of Oswald‘s activities in Mexico 1is

a conclusion that he went there for the purpose

of trying to reach Cuba and that no bribes, con-

spiracies, etc. took place.




Upon the group's arrival in Mexico City, they were met
by U.S. Ambassador Freeman, Claire Boonstra of the State
Department, Clarke Anderson of the FBI, and Winston Scott of
the CIA.

That same day during a meeting between the Commission
representatives and Win Scott, Scott made available to the
group actual transcripts of the telephone'( surveillance
operations and English translations of the same. In addition,
he provided the group with reels of photographs for the
time period covered by Oswald's visit that had resulted from
photosurveillance of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy entrances$§
David Slawson wrote:

"...Mr. Scott stated at the beginning of his narrative

that he intended to make a complete disclosure of all

facts, including the sources of his information, and
that he understood that all three of us had been cleared
for TOP SECRET and that we would not disclose beyond

the confines of the Commission and its immediate staff

the information we obtained through him without first
clearing it with his superiors in Washington. We

agreed to this." (Slawson memo, April 22, 1964, p. 22)

Mr. Scott described to the Commission representatives
the CIA's course of action immediapely following the assassinations-

' t el akel -
Scott indicated that his staff cesshwessmssEmnt began to compile
dossiers on Oswald, Duran, and everyone else throughout Mexico
whom the CIA knew had had some contact with Oswald (p.22).
Scott revealed all known Cuban and Russian intelligence agents
had immediately been put under surveillance following the
assassination. uiaison was set up with Mexican officials,
particularly Luis Echevarria, Acting Minister of the

oo
e

Mexican Gobbrnacion (pp. 23-24). Slawson then concluded e




Thereafter, on February 12, 1964, J. Lee Rankin wrote

Thomas Karramesmes A sbudt DHP
1o el TR | ojbslsssslsnsessnsiamen -, regarding the

'-r«é'\v&&\ wesustuind
o ey this photograph by the

circumstances

Central Intelligence Agency. Rankin GEEcia

4ol d
the Commission be ¢apiknmmrsiemmnl the identity of the 1nd1v1dual

reques ted that

. . o-$
.depicted in the photograph if that information wgzunavailable.
On that same day, in a separate letter to DCI McCone,
Rankin wrote that the Commission had been informed by the Secret

SINER p..,.mbb'aa, 11¢ 3
Service~ that the CIA had disseminated®several reports or

communications concerning the assassination to the Secret s

Service sfgw,m@ﬂwe"gﬂﬂ“meWw@@u‘. Rank a requested copies of these

reports and other materials. ’f’hree §'m cables bGisgspaerg:

\ ' ) o o(‘t‘)\r\-h—““jté“ o, £t <ok

concerned waepk® the photograph of the individual iagsnfaiasiant

phs (LR Cotg Smdion oo
ey Oswald and subsequently shown to Oswald's mother.

Y

“b%fMMJa
disseminated™®to the Secret Service was a November 26

dissemination (DIR85177), a‘eepyﬁ@émwheehwwaemtfangmrtt€QWto
thewSeeret~Serviece. That cable concerned the Do;::;E—Armas
conversations and disclosed the existence of CIA telephonic
\ surveillance operations in Mexico City™at the time of the
assassination and Oswald's earlier visit. |
Jonn Scelso testified regarding the circumstances

surrounding the eventual explanation given to the Commission

of the origin of the photograph in question. Scelso stated:




"We did not initially disclose to the Warren

Commission all of our technical operations. In other
words, we did not initially disclose to them that we
had photosurveillance because the November photo we had
(of MMM) was not of Oswald. Therefore it did not mean
anything, you see?"

Mr. Goldsmith: ...So the Agency was making a unilateral
decision that this was not relevant to the Warren
Commission.

Scelso: Right, we were not authorized, at first, to reveal
all our technical operations.

(Scelso deposition, p. lSO)
- F«r,,fuzw‘c.t /z.,i’?ﬁ*‘f“
R gosisehy the Warren

Commission i ™ access to .
&SDMLI“&‘Q et Canclrn Go e (7Y
telephonic surveillance productlon)(as discussed in the
:) (S At _]a'rypl l]t‘(3 ‘,4%' M3
preceding section), the -##®s® of the photosurveillance operations,
»«A-c, Yofp it ot pse Lot EEio. A“*‘«W&‘“‘ e
i
N e Sl tO cause concern within

the Agency.

On March 5, 1967, Raymond Rocca wrote in an internal
memorandum to Richard Helms that "we have a problem here for
your determination." Rocca QutlineA‘Angleton's desire not to
respond directly to Rankin's request of February 12 regarding
CIA material forwarded to the Secret Service since Novem ker 23,
1964. Rocca then -stated:

"Unless you feel otherwise, Jim would prefer

to wait out the Commission on the matter covered by
paragraph 2 (of the above-referenced February 12
letter). 1If they come back on this point he feels

that you, or someone from here, should be prepared to
go over to show the Commission the material rather than
pass them to them in copy. Incidentally, none of these
items are of new substantive interest. We have either
passed the material in substance to the Commission in
response to earlier levies on the items on the 1tems
refer to aborted leads, for example, the famous s@x
photographs which are not of Oswald..."

(Rocca memo 5 March 64, FOIA 579-250)




VIITI.

Luisa Calderon

Approximately five hours after President Kennedy's
assassination, a Cuban government employee in Mexico City named
"Luisa" received a telephone call from aﬂ unidentified man
speaking Spanish. (MEXI 7105, 27 Nov. 63, FOIA 173-615, attach-
ment) This call had been intercepted and recorded by the CIA's
Mexico City Station as the result of its LIENVOY (tel. tap)
operation. (op cit) The Mexico City Station identified the
Luisa of the conversation as Luisa Calderon, who was then
employed in the Commercial Attache's office at the Cuban
Consulate.

During the course of the conversation, the unidentified
caller asked Luisa if she had heard the latest news. Luisa
replied in a joking tone:

"Yes, of course, I knew almost before Kennedy."

The callerwent on to tell Luisa that the person
apprehended for Kennedy's slaying was the "President of one of
the Committees of the Fair Play for Cuba." Lﬁisa replied that
she knew this also. Luisa inquired whether the person being
held for the killing was a gringo. The unidentified caller
replied, "yes." Luisa told her caller that she had learned
nothing else about the assassination; that shé had learned

about the assassination only a little while ago. The

unidentified caller commented:

]
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We think that if it had been or had
seemed...public or had been one of the
segregationists or against intergration
who had killed Kennedy, then there was,
let's say, the possibility that a sort
of civil war would arise in the United
States; that contradictions would be
sharpened...who knows

Luisa responded:

Imagine, ong two, three and now, that makes
.three. (She laughs.)

Raymond Rocca, fomESEEiEy

f o xRSl in response to

a 1975 Rockefeller Commission request for information on
a possible Cuban conspiracy to assassinate President
Kennedy wrote regarding Calderon's comments:

Latin hyperbole? Boastful ex post facto
suggestion of foreknowledge. This is the
only item in the intercept coverage of the
Cubans and Soviets after the assassination
that contains the suggestion of foreknow-
ledge or expectation. (Rocca memo for DC/OPS,
23 May 1975, p. 15)

Standing by itself, Luisa Calderon's cryptic com-
ments do not merit serious attention. Her words may in-
deed indicate foreknowledgghof the assassination but may
also—eemEsa*; be interpreted without such a sinister impli-
cation. Nevertheless, as will be discussed herein, the
Committee has determined that Luisa Calderon's case did
merit serious attention in the months following the assas-
sination. However, Calderonfs comments were not reported»

to the Warren Commission, apparently an agency oversight.
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Calderon's 201 file reveals that she arrived in
Mexico City from Havana on January 16, 1964, carrying
Cuban Passport E/63/7. Her date of birth was bhelieved
to be 1940 (Dispatch, HMMA216l£) Calderon's presénce in
Mexico City was first reported by the CIA 'on July 15,
1963 in a dispatch from the CIA's Miami field office to
the CIA's Mexico City §t&tion and to the Chief of the CIA's
Special Affairs Staff (for Cuban operations). That dis-
patch had attached to it a report containg biographic data
on personnel then assigned to the Cuban Embassy in Mexico
City. At page three of the attached report Luisa Calderon
was listed as Secrétary of the Cuban Embassy's‘gommercial
Office. The notation indicated that a report was pending
on Calderon. The Agency has attempted, without success,
to locate the report.

On September 1, 1963, a dispat

a Calderon's association with the Cuban DGI

rece el b
was first »esoreel #) the CIA on May 5, 1964. At that

S'vo;tf/\, L.lvv‘gefc/\ .
time, ewwtewwemwn::, Chief of Counterintelligence for the

: : TeP™ e .
Special Affairs Staff, recesdsed the results of his de-
briefing of the Cuban defector, AMMUG-1. The memorandum
stateJ\that AMMU#(had no direct knowledge of Lee Harvey

Oswald or his activities but was able to provide items

of interest based upon the comments of certain Cuban In-
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. PrL-S
telligence Service officers. Specifically, AMMUG-1 -8

hggh asked if Oswald #was known to the Cuban intelligence
eSc

services before November 23, 1963. AMMUG-1 told SwEomsRre,

f.Ehat "Prior to October
1963, Oswald visited the Cuban Embéssy in Mexico City on
two or three occasions. Before, during and after these
visits, Oswald was in contact with the Direccion General

De Intelligencia (DGI), specifically with Luisa Calderon,

\ - ‘
Manuel Vega Perez, and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez. (C‘J""Vv‘““’)s s

bangoScA
Swpeewres thereafter wrote that Calderon's precise

relationship to the DGI was not clear. As a comment to

this statement he set forth the CIA cable and dispatch (43
o ~ e, TN
traffic which recorded her arrival in Mexico and departure)‘EEZEEEL

muba.s l\of‘"“& oSt rha_aSSassinKion Certem “ :\M)

On May 7, 1964, S::;;g;c?écorded additional informa-
fion he had elicited from AMMUG-1 regarding Oswald's
possible contact with the DGI. Paragraph 3 of this memoran-
dum stated in part:

"a. Luisa Calderon, since she returned to
Cuba, has been paid a regular salary
by the DGI even though she has not per-
formed any services. Her home is 1in
the Vedado section where the rents are
v high.

b. Source (AMMUG) has known Calderon for
several years. Before going to Mexico,
she worked in the Ministry of Exterior
Commerce in the department which was
known -as the "Empress Transimport."

Her title was Secretary General of the
Communist Youth in the department named
in the previous sentence.
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On May 8 -Cessmmimame further disclosed AMMUG's know-

baryo5ch
ledge of the Oswald case. =Ssmssems paraphrased AMMUG's

knowledge of Calderon as follows:

I thought that Luisa Calderon might have
had contact with Oswald because I learned about
17 March 1964, shortly before I made a trip to
Mexico, that she had been involved with an
American in Mexico. The information to which
I refer was told to me by a DGI case officer...
I had commented to (him) that it seemed strange
that Luisa Calderon was receiving a salary from
the DGI althought she apparently did not do any
work for the Service. (The case officer) told
me that hers was a peculiar case and that he
himself believed that she had been recruited in
"Mexico by the Central Intelligence Agency al-
though Manuel Pineiro, the Head of the DGI, did
not agree. As I recall, (the case officer) had
investigated Luisa Calderon. This was because,
during the time she was in Mexico, the DGI had
intercepted a letter to her by an American who
signed his name OWER (phonetic) or something
'similar. As you know, the pronunciation of
Anglo-Saxon names is difficult in Spanish so
I am not sure of how the name mentioned by Hernan-
dez should be spelled. It could have been "Howard"
or something different. As I understand the matter,
the letter from the American was a love letter
but indicated that there was a clandestine-
professional relationship between the writer and
Luisa Calderon. I also understand from (the
case officer) that after the interception of
the letter she had been followed and seen in the
company of an American. I do not know if this
could have been Oswdld...

On May 11, Raymond Rocca wrote a memorandum LA
to Director Richard Helms regarding the information g%“
had elicited from AMMUG. Rocca proposed that "the DDP
in pefson or via a designee, preferably the former, dis-
cuss the AMMUG/1 siteﬂtion on a very restricted basis

with Mr. Rankin at his earliest convenience either at

the Agency or at the Commission headquarters. Until this
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‘takes‘place, it is not desirable to put anything in writ-

ing)‘(ll May 64, Rocca memo, FOIA687-295 with/4 attachments).
On May 15, 1964, Helms wrote Rankin regarding

AMMUG's information about the DGI, indicating its sensi-

tivity and operational significance. Attached to Helms'

MOACJ\(S

communication was a paraphrased accounting of SHEEINTEN:

May 5 memorandum. (Helm's memo, May 15, 1964, FOIA 697-294).

In that attachment the intelligence associations of
Lt
e

. . >
Manuel Vega Perez and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez .are set
ettt
forth. However, that attachment ﬁakes no reference. what-

soever to Luisa Calderon.

Howard Willens of the Warren Commission, requested
accesS fe
as a follow-up to the May 15 memorandum, A the
’ e, ¢) oSk
questions used in SgmEEm's interrogation of AMMUG. (Dooley

memo to Rocca, 19 June 1964 FOIA 739-310). On June 18,

1964 Arthur Dooley of Rocca's éounterintelligence ﬁesearch
andlgnalysis group took the questions and AMMUG's responses
to the Warren Commission's officers for Willen's review.
W"‘\"

Willens saw -dmessems’'s May 5 memorandum. The only mention
of éalderon was as follows: "The precise relationship of
Luisa Calderon to the DGI is not clear. She spent about

\ six months in Mexico from which she returned to Cuba early

\ Moo Ly
in 1964. However, Willens was not shown the memoran-

dum of May 7 and May 8, 1964 which contained much more

detailed information on Luisa Calderon, including her possible
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/ g
zé@];&&ff As discussed in an earlier section of this report,.
the Warren Commission did not gain access to the CIA's

production from its telephonic surveillance operations

in Mexico City until an advancejfstage in its investiga-
tion. The record reflects that Mssrs. Willens, Sléwson,

¥ oGt R scaviillicnts € aproct Cwns
and Coleman did not review the production®™until they ’

visited Mexico City on April 9, 1964. At that time, they
- | %lg;“ﬁ:id -
reviewed a number of)3dntercepts from the Soviet and Cuban

Embassies. These intercepts tncluded one call to the
Soviet Embassy on September 274 believed to have been e
made by Oswaldy two calls made by Silvia Duran from éigﬂa‘? ?;Z/b%

i
Cuban Consulate to the Soviet Consulate, and one call from

the Soviet Embassy to the Cuban Embassy, made by an uni- J

dentified caller. (Cite Sééﬁson memo of April 21, 1864.)

On September 28 the intercept operation recorded a 62&/5Jt7

o . : T
call by Silvia Duran at the Cuban Consulate to the Soviet \ [
» < L9

) /d’/l.(,‘/“:gu/

Conéﬁlate.‘(cite.)

‘On October 1 the intercept operation recdr&q'two

calls made by a person later identified as Lee Harvey

\
.
|
/

/
/

Oswald to the Soviet Embassy. (Cite.) ' /

Ly The Commission representatives were also supplied
)

\ . - . .
v'with the CIA intercepts of 4% two conversations that

Cﬁ“f (:ff%E%Effié—ggkween the Cuban President Dortic@and the

}V ' Cuban Ambassador to Mexico, Armas. These conversations
A |

:j concerned Silvia Duran's arrest, whether Oswald had been
: ) ‘A)




offered money while at the Cuban Embassy,and'the general.
state of affairs at the Cuban Embassy in Mexico City

following the assassination. (Slawson memo of April 22,

1964, pp. 45-46).

_ _ T—L._C.omml‘f‘kx' .
LJUL & review of CIA files <=iZorces
7
4 _ omod Fa.ndutrm N mssti /g
;ﬁﬂvjwfk borat@sn 9£’Slawson's = a the telephone inter-
‘{0" cepts provided to and rev1ewed by the Comm1551on mbn«ﬁ
0t wg?v{h' laadsonls recerd |
'*LA " CIA document & blin memorandum 5§!ent1tled "Materlal
) v
’ _VU- \U;/ from P-8593 shown to Warren Comm1551on“ (Station Oswald
) Vo r . '
Y File) and is dated April 10, 1964. (FOIA 653-828). This
/UVJ&/ document records that the Warren Commission was shown calls

ﬁ%JNlV made by Oswald to the Soviet Embassy. These included three oF¥ha
/\LVA P Ak T - ST 4
‘ iowswet. September 27 listed above, one call of

September 28, two calls of October 1, and one call of

daet
. October ? - Ay < .
docunrmBn X

Whlle thié does not correspond to the listing of

calls set forth by Slawson, it does independently establish
: V‘*“‘P L p(o 7~

-~ .

{ that no calls —wede—ew November 22, 1963 were shown to

he Warren Commisei_o‘n;__,,ilw————“”*“"'—w

In addition, this document corroborates the showing ~

of the two Dortlcas—Armas conversatloQSOf November 26,

representatives in an effort to determine if a transcript

of the Calderon conversation was ever sh@@n to the Warren

!

P ]
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and a second Cuban Intelligence officer believed 8¢ to

be a CIA»operative.‘ It is possible that this information

v

LA
J
there was no basis in fact for the allegatlon or becaus? f0”

was not provided the Warren Commission either because ]

Lo

the allegation was in fact true. If the allegation ,/J / '+uﬂ

'/r%
7 Jy

were true, the consequences for the CIA would have been
serious,éer:IL woulg demonstréted;hat a CIA operative,
well placed in the Cuban Embassy, may have possessed 1n—pﬂﬁj

formation prior to the assassination regarding Oswald

o o . . Ve
and/or his relationship to Cuban Intelllgencé$ﬂ%nd that

. ‘ :
ﬁgervices possible involvement in a conspiracy to assassinate

President Kennedy.

or's
Regarding ﬁgybp0551ble association with the CIA,

the-Commirteoc—hasexXamined—Caltderonts—£ -_1 e. W 'm‘ la“"‘ v ]
enad”%

$; <4 revealé’no ostensible connection between Calderon and

the CIA. However, there are indications that such contact
Qxyo between Calderon and the Agency was contemplated. A
C)“ September 1, 1963 CIA dispatch from the Chief of the Spe-

cial Affairs Staff to the CIA's Chief of Station in Mexico

\5ﬁl City states in part:

Xgpr ...Luisa Calderon has a sister residing in
}o‘ Reynosa, Texas, married to an American of
J Mexican descent. If (CIA asset) can further

‘a identify the sister, our domestic exploita-
\JPE:/ tion section might be in a position to follow
X up on this lead...Please levy the requirement
on (CIA asset) at the next opportunity.
(HMMW/1935, Sept. 1, 1963)
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An earlier CIA dispatch from the CIA Chief of
Station in Mexico City to the Chief of the CIA's Western
Hemisphere Division records that:

Wilfredo of the Cuban Consulate, Tampico,
reported that Luisa Calderon has a sister
residing in Reynosa, Texas...lLuisa may go
up to the border to visit her sister soon—-
or her mother may make the trip--details
not clear. (HMMA 21849, July 31, 1965)

At the very least, the above dispatche§ evidencek
an interest in Calderon's activities and £h0se of her
family. Whether this interest took the form of a claﬁ-
destine-agent relationship is not revealed by Calderon's
201 file. | |

The Committee has queried the author of the above-
cited dispatch requesting that'Calderoh;s sister be con-

tacted by the CIA's "domestic exploitation section;l:T\

it B

(’%B;vid Ronis, the—dispatrirts—author, was a member
of the CIA'S Special Affairs staff at the‘time he wrote
the dispatch. He worked principally at CIA headquarters
and was ﬁmﬁm responsible for recruitment and handling
of agents for collectioniigzelligence'data;; Mr. Ronis,
when interviewed by this Committee, stated that part of

Y his responsibilitvaas to scour the Westein Hemisphere

division for operational leads related to the work of

the Special Affairs staff. Ronis recalled that he normally

would send requests to CIA field stations for information




-7 -

response to these'requeste;/ It was Ronis' recollection

'that the above-cited domestic exp101tat10n section was
a task force within the Special Affairs Staff He also

stated that in 1963 the CIA's Domestic Contacts Division

might have been requested to locate Luisa Calderon's sié~
ter. Ronis toid the Commﬁ{ee that he had no recollection
of recrultlng any person associated w1th the Cuban Intel-
ligence Service. He dld recall that he had recrulted

women to perform tasks for the Agency. However, he did

not. recall ever recruiting any employees of the Cuban
Embassy/Consulate in Mexico City. Finally, Mr. Ronis.
stated that he had no recollection that Luisa Calderon
was associated with the CIA. (HSCA Staff Interview August
31, 1978)

Various present and former CIA representatives

m} were queried whether Luisa Calderon had ever been asso-
Fy) '~ ciated with the CIA. The uniform answer was that no one

recalled such an association. (Cites: Helms, Hearing, August

0 bnrtyr SO
‘err 9, 1978, p. 136; Rocca, Dep. p. 148, July 17, 1978; Gesween,

Interview of August_ , Piccolo, Interview of )
v Thus, the Agency}flle and the testimony of former

) Aanre oot an~rN
f::pff CIA enployees reveaE?ﬁo connectlon‘ﬁ? Calderon 2% the

CIA. Yet, as 1nd1cated earlier, this fllea*f 1ncomplete

- Caiés;ea-s

the most glarlngom1551on be1ng£fﬁ“> MPRB

ki&{ﬁryptlc remarks follow1ng the assassination of President

Kennedy.
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ASEMUG/1

i
ij /Zta,/ybt
% cited with regard to Luisa Calderon, a defec-

tor from the Cuban Intelligence Services provided the

—

CIA with significant information about Lee Harvey Oswald s
contacts with the DGI in Mex1co City. This defector |
was assigned the CIA cryptonym AMMUG-1 (A-1 hereinafter).*
CIA files reveal that A-1 defected from the DGI
on April 21, 1964 in- Halifax, Nova Scotla, Canada. When
he defected A-1 possessed a number of DGI documents whlch
were subsequently turned over to the CIA. (OTTA IN 68894,
24 April 64) Following his defection, a CIA officer,
Joseph H. Langosch, went to Canada to meet A-1, debrief
him, and arrange for A-1l's travel into the United States.
(See supra cite.) On May 1, 1964, 22 reels of Langégéh's
debriefing of A-1 were forwarded to the Chief of the CIA's
Special Affairs Staff from the Chief of Seation in Ottawa,
Canada. Effective on'May 1, A-1 was'under contract with
the CIA for operational purposes. (Contract Approving Of-
ficer memo, 6 May @4) By June 23, 1964, Lanéosch was

convinced that A-1 would be of great value to the Ageéncy.

He stated:

There is no question in my mind that AMMUG-1

*It is now known that A-~1 did provide significant leads to
the CIA regarding Luisa Calderon. It is further apparent
that little of this information was made available by the
CIA to the Warren Commission. Therefore, the possibility
exists that A-1 had provided other information to the CIA

that was relevant to the Warren Comnmission's work but~that.»5(¢$~

was not properly reported to the Commission.




is a bona fide defector or that he has
furnished us with accurate and valuable
information concerning Cuban intelligence
operations, staffers, and agents. (Langosch
memo to Director of Security, 23 June 1964)

As an officer of the DGI, A-1 from August of 1963
until his defection was assigned to the DGI's Illegal
ek .
Section B (OTTA IN 68894 24 April 64).. Phis—seection.

was responsibile for training agents for assignment in

Latin America. His specific responsibility pertained to

handling of agent operations in El Salvador. (Personal

Record Questionnaire 4 June 1964; Otta In 68894 24 April

64) |
Ao nti el Socthe CIA
A-1 kwew—who—were the Cubanfihtelligence officers

assigned to Mexico City. In this regaxd he intially
£ pnbrasd e e

g

identified Alfredo MigabdT, Maigsiwxiqﬁfané 5§¥££;vﬁbdriguez

oS P ol .
and thygemﬁércial q;tacﬁgdas DGI offipef%wposted at the
Cubanfggg. ¢"in Mexico City. (supra) Langosch described
A-1's knowledge of DGI operations in Mexico as follows:

In Mexico City, he knows who the intelligence
people are. One is the Cuban Consul Alfredo
Mirabal. He is called the Chief of the Centre.
That is his title but he is actually the
intelligence chief, or at least he was until

the 16th of April at which time a replacement

was sent to Mexico to take over. This fellow's
name is Manuel Vega. The source says that the
Commercial attache whose name is Ricardo Tapia

or Concepcion (he is not sure which is an intel-.
ligence officer) and another one is Rogelio.

(I might say that some of these names are familiar
to me.) (p. 5 or reel 4, 23 April 1964, debrief-
ing of A-1, 30 April 64) :




Y
T' is a debrleflng report of A-1 entitled "The Oswald Case.
(Dispatch UFGW-5035, 23 March 1965) On March 23, 1965, a

CIA dispatch records the transmittal of the report, along

with eleven other A-1 debriefing reports. (Cite supra;)
Next to the 1lst1ng of the "Oswald Case" debriefing report

is the handwritten ﬁ&atlon "SI." A CIA employee who has

ot A a C/Ommo‘Hee‘
worked extensively with the Agency files system bodiened
g"%a("f’m(’mww coa b ¥t % 2y rebiaf £ar [enan e
' this notation 4% s&and-fe» the CIA component Special In-

: Fﬁh .~ telligence. £kﬁ§?:EEg7fEprgEEE;atrqgg:beiiéfeéythg:géﬁéL

Other CIA representatives believed the notation was a re-

ference to the Counterintelligence component CI/SIG. In

&Eﬁ%

;ﬂhmﬂtj a CIA memorandum dated , it s stated

Quote Barbara's memo.

The Agency'has been unable to locate this document
and therefore the Committee cannot paés judgement upon the

substance of the missing materlals.

The Committee has queried A-1's case offlcerSregardlng

oot
additional information that A-1 may have supplied ragard:ﬂg‘
| Oswald. Joseph Lanogsch when interviewed by the_Committee
stated that (HSCA staff interview Joseph LangosCh,_Augustv
fﬂw“*%l’ 1978) he did not have contact with the Warren Commission
] and does not know what information derived from A-1's de-

i By

\\\ brleflngs was supplled to the Warren Comm1551on (Cite also

Bt L e A

8 de ety i
GRS - AR AN ANT PR

Hidalgo and Plccolo ) He also stated that he does not
t I\\‘e f\)’i Lt (\ . .

A
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recall that{@#®g provided any other 1nformat10 Oswald's s Gor G
N a 30y
& “u"ﬁ‘ #
contact w1th the DGI other than. thévmemoranda 4
REAA g:;ewﬁ
henemnr-(?lte interview.)

In a furtﬁer effort to clarify the substance of informa-
H—-
tion that-AAHﬁG-prov1ded to the CIA regardlng Oswald, the

C%J::w Committee has attempted to locate Agﬁggu The CIA has also.
Pb

' attempted to locate.AMMHé’(give date of separation from CIA)
o

kbfh but has been unable to determine his present whereabouts.

A—-{

Thus, ‘gaps do ex1st regardlng information AMMHBE may

;,N,“wujfﬁgkthe basis of ! Cﬁ*bptj

U

sy
J. ¥ have supplied the CIA
the"written

Wy, excepﬂh?@a‘ the Calderd

D R Y A

]

ormation;
. , d
investigative significance$%¢A broader guestion remains

however. The Agenc%'as noted earlien did not reveal to

the Warren Commissien that A-1 was present in the Washington,

D.C. area and under controlled conditions ,accessible to the

S v iR (»ASr“f‘/d“’f\T‘ /
Commission. Ewxen—ecepsidering. the CIA's serious concern

for protecting its sources, the fact that A-1's status was
< ) - i
not disclosed ég;gekeeed~the Warren Commission from exercising

a possible option, i.e. to take the sworn testimony of A-1

~% as it concerned Oswald and the Kennedy assassination. On

5
%§f gﬁ this issue, as the written record tepds to show, the Agency

gSSf‘b ilr" » eX‘?f‘a.M?
y’unllaterally rejected theF _ optlon.

POt 0

ha¥edeRamgO ® 'dmnot‘fa&ir*ln VO éésé‘fhe

oblens-establishing-bera-w Sltﬁﬁrf .
%fgs g - L2 e ? maw—{m&% g

rf ; :IS light of the establishment of A-1's bone'fidx<
é/ ite Langosch's quote supora), his proven rellablllty and
gfﬁ gs depth of knowleﬁ\f of Cuban intelligence activities, A/

74 Cell Rt b o i dere Lo Ve (S0 e ,
:?L ii Uﬁuleﬂl L&AVk’DFPO ”ﬁdggtifffrﬁog‘

i,
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- Mr. as the day to day CIA working level

Rocca,
contact with the Warren Commission stated that on the

average it took less than one week for the CIA to transmit

AAGJ‘KUOUJ
its information to the Warren Commission, after such in-/ +«
formation had been processed by the Agency. (Rocca dep. /;"‘*“—""W;h

: lro ;¢
pPp.66-67) (Add the opinion of WC staffers.) Y et
| ok raes | i s
However, IcrEsrasiunriirrsommgs s , enstmemsmy) — Toamis
Qﬂnéé}’rq\ &f?(a{‘f_c{-,,\s | 3 Y a 2¢29
ey the CIA's sens‘tive4 sources and methods, caused ﬂofw L,
. : i A Fuo le
the Warren Commission to experience greater difficulty /
" C/A _7
_  relevagd : _ .
in getting e information than when the :protection of reont
‘ 7

such sources and methods was not at issue. J. Lee Rankin jp.se-~ o/

et T

expressed the opinion that the Agency's to pro-

. o~

/L/n,) Doy A
+v

RS o
which negat, 4

gt

&

tect its sensitive sources and methods did g

r

operations of the CIA's Mexicog City Station
L dks o

wn 2ffect empgm the quality of the information to izzmSr ‘i:‘:('
{ 4 the Warren Commission and i QL access. -’;:J:H:I
@ y N kR Tty e
‘T 4 (Rankin at p.23) Js _ A1 Lo -
A Y m~od Lha N ‘ BRI e e +h ho‘&of'n mi+
Agency womshasmsmim: unilateral decisions esemesichisgmininemeses] o -
< A acceSS+ecyf b .
= e g nateriald g &the Commission. (Scekso dep.
’ .;’:? ; < ;Y _/‘Lv«//[ /\—6/4»' P HaNmvay b G F
h2 3 f p.158) A = 2 ol L
4.4’ $§ Yy plp uf: (-‘k-—\owlaﬂyd Anlact A
=L
vE " %
ga‘ ‘3 £ -
o 3.:20
<334
petl
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- EY ™ Wﬁ‘lgéﬁhe photosurveillance and telephonés surveillance
CEerdy T
Y
v

3 el IS
At

.e

arlsf @
e

. ’f&&g ,

2) As a related considerationIthe“controversy sur-

LU Adfen pheasiog Aleos #54
M7 (efptnare e

PV Yo

Fax s




- 18 -
NV Y

rounding®™photograph now referred to as that
of the "Mexico City Mystery Man"
Each of these concerns will be examined ‘gms

i\erein.

The CIA's concern for revealing the existence -of

sensitive technical operations, as outlined above, was
.
. N . . .
evident from the &ceptlon of the Warren Commission.
Mr. Scelso commented that "we were not authorized at first
to reveal all our technical operations." (Scelso dep.
: \
p.158) Scelso further testified:
? We were going to give them intelligence re-
v ports which derived from all our sources, in-
v cluding technical sources, including the tele-
¥ g
) phone intercept and the information gotten
)3 from the interrogation of Silvia Duran, for
c§ example, which corresponded almost exactly
v with the information from the telephone inter-
> cepts. (Ext to Scelso quote, all of p.5)
W Mr. Scelso's characterization is supported by
examination of the background to the first major CIA
report furnished the Warren Commission regarding Lee Harvey
' 21 Jdan memo ;
Oswald's trip to Mexico City. ¢(Cite.) Much of the informa-
tion provided to the Warren Commission in this report was
based upon sensitive sources and methods, identification
of which had. been deleted completely from the report.

A
Thé%éolicy

ledge of CIA sources and methods was articulated as early

limiting Warren Commission know-

as December 20, 1963, at which time a cable was sent from
CIA headquarters to the Mexico City Station which stated:

Our present plan in passing information to the
Warren Commission is to eliminate mention of tele-
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phone taps, in order to protect your contin-
uing 6ps . Will rely instead on statements
of Silvia Duran and on contents of Soviet
Consular file which Soviets gave ODACID

(CIA cable DIR 97829 FOlA 498-204, 29Janl964)

\

The basic policy articulated in the December 20,

1963 cable is also set forth in a CIA memorandum of
December 17, 1963. In that memorandum, Bir¢h O'Neal

S pecial TrvestigaXl ony &P~
of the CIA Counterintelligence/Staff-wrote that he had
been advised by Sam Papich, FBI liaison mem to the CIA,
that the FBI was anticipating a request ftom the Warren
Commission for copies of the FBI's materials which sup-
ported or complimented the FBI's five volume report of
Decrmeber 9, 1963 Submitted to the Warren Commission.
Papich provided O'Neal with this report which indicated
that some United States Agency was tapping telephones

LWJ o /‘-M L‘VIM

in Mexico, Papieh—gueried©O'Neat whether the FBI could

wex

supply the Warren Commission withMsource of the telephone

taps. (The FBI had knowledge of CIA's telephone surveil-
f .
| lance operations in Mexico City, see CIA gab;—3/779/510)
. < .
“,/JﬂLA/ O'Neal's memorandum mesmEd®® that he discussed this matter

ith Scelso,who,in turn, after a discussion with Helms,

- 77 with scelso uho)in.
o \ \ was directed by Helms to prepare CIA material %j_é%i%%}%%§:::>

TTTT—

e

~) .
////' to the Warren Comm1551on.(/b'Neal wrote:

o { He (Scelso) was quite sure it was not the
+ R Agency's desire to make available to the Com-
FJF b mission at least .in this manner--via the FBI~-
ﬂpwdlpr, sensitive information which could relate to
" P J} telephone taps (Birch O'Neal, Memo for File,
ﬁg *-/ufy 20 Dec 63, Subj: Lee Harvey Oswald)
(WM ,
r W
N X 2
/ILJ- o~ ;SJW
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W et o U&.;s--'rr\oe vw ala cmn sw(d
the—formof—thispresentation R HoshneEEssewes pro-
" _
tect”the CIA's Mexico City Station's sources and techniques.
(CIA Cable Dir. 90466, FOIA 420-757, 20 Dec 63)

| chl.&JQ”° : /Qﬁféﬁfﬁb“-cjzzﬂtd‘

IV. Telephone Taps and Photo Surveillance

Mr. Helms offered testimony regarding the CIA's
reticence to inform the Warren Commission, at least during
o F e Sommi S pon '$ usS3Ak ‘
the 1n1t1al stage of the CIA's telephonic and photo sur-

veillance operations in Mexico Cltyz«wﬁﬁwwm& i

The reason for the sensitivity of these tele-
phone taps and surveillance was not only be-
cause it was sensitive from the Agency's
standpoint, but the telephone_taps were run-
ning in conjunction with‘theﬂigxican authori—Qj' —
-tie§%and therefore, if this had become public
knoWledge, it would have caused very bad feel-
ings between Mexico and the United States,
' and that was the reason. (Helms Exec Session

14
X\ v* Nevertheless, the CIA had provided information to

prior to the assassination an%’durlng the post-assassination
- 37777/5 ‘> ’//*’/6 FurtNCrar
' as

. I

.\'439
' \vf\r period

X "
%ﬁg of November 28, '1963 the White House, through information

made available by DCI McCone to National Security Council®

reada
Director McGeorge Bundy, s aware that the CIA had tele-

phone taps in operation against the Cuban and Soviet Em-
bassy/Consulatesand that through these taps Oswald's pre-
sence in Mexico City prior to the assassination had been

orroborated. {(‘, | ‘}*3 Me Cong rLows ¥a e Eeo '3?%9':*\:‘-@
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C&nuLAhnﬁwwriT
The CIA'S wngosswmags to inform the Warren Commission )

of the above-described surveillance operations

B 1l J.n the early stages of tirén.n—

s i.s~-a-sou1_':ce

fglresy
ofconcern to tQ1s Committee. It is indicative of an’ tcuivmw

Mw e i T -
t to --i-hiinﬁiglduu;--ﬁﬂ;::-'

VL OA Lelt wncanchrtnble
substance SRR IETTE——— information «ERy: prov1dedd

the Warren Commission. (See Scelso de.g-f This process
might well have hampered the Commission's ability to pro-

ceed in its investigation with all the facts before it,

even_-these—wh&eh—méfghﬁwe_mean-t—expos—bnm

“ Caxcampl.
tiue_opefaticng’EG‘EHE‘CBﬁﬁission.K”Q‘ZZ Lav &;Jwb Qﬂ%ﬂ_ﬁ

s =
‘e, L./C [V R /vuca.(/(/-f ‘DA ) '

As noted previously, on January 31, 1964, the CIA 0‘“”"";
/'w",/‘/“/kf—«.

provided the Warren Commission with a memorandum that fttomp Pos

chronicled Lee Harvey Oswald's Mexico City visitf during /% <¢/$2

in M C
‘ September 26, 1963 - October 3, 1963. That memorandum Y
Aid ] -}'M ' . Y e
emom nol/fnention wisskmeptaoremmimsy Oswald's various conver- /M
P , e TV
sations with the Cuban and’So*\jati Embassy/ConsulateShad - by
been ‘tapped and subsequently transcribed. Furthermore, "‘J,C‘ J
d.\d . Wt
\ that memorandum s nd’ ention extestanzeeem that the CIA ,'b
had tapped and transcribed conversations between Cuban /4/%
T (,./)
Embassy employee Sylvia Duran and Soviet officials at /’fl
the Soviet Embassy/Consulate nor was mention made of the "*'
. . L/\,(..-
conversations between Cuban President Dorticos and Cuban 3/39
. ﬁ'f’ﬂ\s%g , P
Ambassador to Mexico which the CIA had also tapped and Lin
o
A

transcribed.
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- On February 1, 1964 ,Helms appeared before the
Commission (see above) and likely discussed the memoran-
dum of January 3/ , 1964. On Feburary 10, 1964, J. Lee
Rankin wrote Helms in regard to the CIA memorandum of
January 31. A review of gankin's letter indicates that

Ars writing

alimuhaaad aS Of wegsississsssissewse, the Warren Commission
had no substantive knowledge of the telephonécsurveillance
operation or the production i.e., the tapes and trans-
cripts, from that operation. Rankin inquired in thé Feb-
ruary 10, 1964 f2tter yhether Oswald's direct communica—
tion with employees of the Soviet Embassy (as stated in
#1;___~. of the January 31 memorandum) had been facilitated
by télephone or interview. Manifestly, if the Warren Com-
mission had been informed of the telephong surveillance
operation and its success in tapping Oswald this inquiry
by Rankin would not have been made. 6;993\ &QVé;LjP.

Raymond Rocca's testimony teﬁds to support this
conclusion. It was Rocca's recollection that between
the time period of January 1964 - April 1964, Warren Com-

mission's representatives had visited the CIA's headgquar-

" ters in Langley,; Virginia and had been shown various trans-

cripts resulting from the CIA's telephoné&c surveillance
operations in Mexico City. (Rocca dep. p.89) However,

Mr. Rocca did not personally make this material available
to Commission representatives and was not able to state
under oath precisely the point in time at which the Warren

4

. st
Commission &Eé;ned of these operations.

T
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On February 19, 1964 the CIA responded to Rankin"s
inquiry of February 10. The Agency response did indi-

cate that Oswald had phoned the Soviet Consulate and was

also interviewed at the Consulate. However, the Agency &id (

e T g/} : .

rot reveal*the source of this information in its response

to the Commissionfpr indicate/that it ‘would be revealed

by other means (e.g. by oral briefing).

L‘_ %—Q&p@&»\
" i

9 ! .Y - bf e O~ . ~
. * — A
L ke T b a bt o ES

V. During the period of March - April 1964, David
Slawson drafted a séries of memoranda which among other
issues concerned Warren Commission knowledge of and acﬂcessr
to the production material derived ffom the CIA telephong'c

surveillance operations in Mexico City. A review of

: >
these memoranda tend§ to support the Committee's belief — (/JL7 :
\.v T

(Rl

that the Warren Commission, through Mssrs. Slawson, Coleman,JL‘vU
L2

and Willens did not obtain access to CIA telephone surveil- e

lance materials until April 9, 1964. At that time, Coleman, A
£lwson and Willens met with Win Scott, the CIA's Chief W'“‘j'
of Station in Mexico Clty/EE) provided them with various
transcripts and translations derived from CIA telephone

taps of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy/Consulates. (Slawson

memorandum of.April 22, 1964, subject:: r)

Rpri .
. -, Brior to m it appears doubtful

that the Commission had been given even partial access

to the referenced material. Nevertheless, by March 12,
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1964, the record indicates that the Warren Commission

had at least become aware that the CIA did maintain
telephoné(surveillance of the Cuban Embassy/Consulate.
(Slawson memorandum, March 12, 1964, Subj: meeting with

CIA representatives). Slawson's memorandum reveals
~mat*® the Warren Commission had learned that CIA i Emem—n
possess!dt_transcripts of conversations between the Cuban
Ambassador to Mexico, Armas, and the Cuban President Dorticos.

Porticos- frmas
Thoas® conversations, requested by the Warren Commission

representatives at a meeting with CIA officials, including

sty
mission's request for access, gismicssumrdmss that he would

Richard Helms, miscommmerey concerned Silvia

Du{ﬁb's arrest and interrogation by the Mexican Federal
mOmo

Police (cite?). < ONEmaNIN~s Hclms responded to the Com-

attempt to arrange for the Warren Commission?representativeg*

4o review & this material. (Slawson memo, March 12, 1964)

It shouldbe noted that the records reviewed do not
reveal the manner in which the Commission learned of the
Dorticos-Armas intercepts.— As detailed above, both the FBI
and White House (through McGeorge Bundy) were aware of the
CIA's telephonié surveillance activities in Mexico City.
(CE%ggﬁ_One or the other could well have provided the War-
ren Commission with this information. Nevertheless, Ray-
mond Roqas' testimony as cited herein (Rocca dep. )
lends some support to the position that the Commission had
been informed of the Dorticos-Armas conversations through

the CIA's initiative.

ey



- 27 -

Another Slawson memorandum, dated March 25, 1964

concerned Oswald's trip to Mexico. Slawson therein stated

"ALeiNn i
that the tentative conclusions -:;-Btuu-i-ts-Oswald S

Mexico trip,(that he had reacheg were derived from CIA

memorandag of January 31, 1964 and February 19, 1964,
andlin additiox} a Mexican federal police summary SEgEwof
interrogations conducted shortly after the assassination
with certain Cuban Embassy employees. Slawson wrote:

A large part of it (the summary report) is

simply a summation of what the Mexican police
learned en they interrogated Mrs. Silvia

Duran, D an employee of the Cuban Consulate

in Mexico City, and is therefore only as accu-

rate as Mrs. Duran's testimony to the police.

These comments indicate that Seﬁbson placed limited
reliance upon the Mexican police summary. Moreover, there
is no indication that quason had been provided the Duran
telephon intercept transcripts. In fact, by virtue of
Slawson's comments conerning the Me&ﬁ%an police report,

it would appear that the Warren Commission/as.of March 2?,

had been provided little sgbstantive information pertaining
to Sylvia Duran. aﬁ JNSQ(TZSL?

The Committee's belief that Slaweon had not been
given access to the Duran transcripts is further supported
by reference to his memorandum of March 27, 1964 (Cite)
wherein he states his conclusion that Oswald had visited
the Cuban Embaesy on three occasions. This conclusion

were wef
he vimisismtssiss based upon an analysis of Sylvia Duran's testi-

! his mamecandum botars
mony before the Mexican pollce. no
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indication that he haé reviewe.d any of the Duran
transcripts. Furthermore, @ had¥been given access
to these transcripts, certainly their substance would have
been incorporated into his analysis and accordingly noted

for this purpose. His analysis Gdould haver reflected

rhe fact of thiibrev1e ither by its corroboration or
ove -f?:FJNSQ‘*Fﬂ;
‘nk'f‘t ’cr1t1c1sm of the Mexican police summary report. 9

states that

"tlgalte

T g
-

X fﬁad‘not been n
\} @SSMS:N\ ru?ecj‘/- 22
S.

a®5ess to the Duran transc he Commission had begn/ Ly

S -,

forced to rely upon the two memoranda that dld m%%’

» usptE Lo

reference to the surveillance operations,and SUMMAY ya po-

lice report. Thus, the Agency had been successful for

over three months in not exposing the surveillance opera-
tions to the review of the concerned Warren Commission

staff members. As was stated in thé CIA cable of Decem-

A S e e ™ o b Ao < . 1
MR e et e

ber 20, 1964 to its Mexico City Station:

Our present plan in~"passing information to
the Warren Commission is to eliminate mention
of telephone taps, in order to protect your
continuing operations. Will rely instead

on statements of Silvia Duran and on contents
of Soviet consular file which Soviets gave
-ODACID here.

(CIA cable, DIR 90466, FOIA 420-757, Dec. 20,
1964 CIA p.2144)

~ryrepE g e T
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_ ’ 7 .
times. He statedfZhat this cdnclu Rt was based upon his
. 4 o 'ﬁfﬂ “
review of Silvga Duran's testg ony“to_vhe Mexican poftee.

(Slawson mepfOorandum, Mar M&V; 1964¢ CIA P-. _ﬁ“é) Howe-ér,

Slawson voes not stat-f hat his ‘onclusio-4 were als. drawn

.,f the p *ouctlon f«om the Mexf £ City

(7o

. § ety
Jfnce operaffiods®

from refriew of .

statidn suneil Wson does ‘ndlcate,
T IR AR b P RIEN

4: regardl Ge2swald's

howev; ‘ th{;;”;s“fwasonlng oS
visit tosfﬁgwCuggnwﬁﬁngsyfgaz:gically, access to the
it ‘

telephonic surveillance production would have clarified some
ambiguities. For example, on September 27, at 4:05 p.m.
Silvia Duran telephoned the Soviet Embassy,and stated
\> | that an American was presently at the Cuban Embassyg're?

\Vfr quesﬁing an in-transit visit to Cuba. This American was [<¥
| ® determined by CIA analysts to be Oswald. Again on Septem-
% v l/)\Q‘M ber 28, at 11:51 a.m. Duran telephoned the Soviet Consulate

o ‘I v
By . (14
\\x stating that an American, fdentified by CIA analysts as

Oswald #p at the Cuban Embassy.

it 5 ished that Oswald ha
visited_the_Cuban‘Embassny§~atw%east~two*0ccasions.
Moxeover, the specific dateSand exact times-of-his-presence
ingéiﬁaihﬂquJmmiass¥iggsf:%tab%ished—as-the-result_ofwthgn

! tetephonic—surveillanee. Had this iﬁformation been made
available to Slawson, his calcuations of Oswald's activities

in Mexico City would have been more firmly established

than they were as of March 27, 1964. These—transexripts
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& ission -

L}
fﬁréﬁﬁ+1‘$xaa&tion.bat—ae—%he—record—indicates—theyzwere

|

nat then-made—avaidable.

The record supports the Committee's finding that
as of April 2, 1964 the Warren Commission had still not

M\VJ}J} been given access to the above-referenced series of tele-

Vi
AL
4 )fand Slawson, the ———

Lf”J} two requests for information from the Agencys (Ambassador

(ﬁiHy%’5%4J~sln w rete

1) What is the information source referred to in

phongc intercepts. 1In a mf}norandum of that date by Coleman

ong question to the CIA and

Uﬂ the November 28 telegram that Oswald intended

S —ph
to settle down in Odessa; -

MO
_ff dﬁ' © 2) We would like to see copies of the transcripts
KX |

of the intercepts, translated if possible, in
' <

all cases where the intercepts wmsim to the

assassination or related subjects;

3) We would especially like to see the intercept

0 in which the allégation that money was passed
o
J ) at ban Emhassy is discussed ’
Vala oy _CriemTyI—=
1 N7 The question y posed in the above-referenced
\ .
~Ae v emorandum of April 2 concerns the CIA telephonéc intercept
»

\f)\y} of September 27, 1963 at 10:37 a.m. (Slawson mémo,'April

{/J) 22, 1964, CIA p. 3223). ecessarily,)if Slawson @M*‘T
(‘P n,mz—}. f‘(wil‘f R

the source of the information, he had not been

3

ann file memo April 2, 1964, CIA p. 1975) (my notes?) C"QMG-I\c\M
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Zhed (ﬁfw\"""‘b‘ "
flrsg/é;ieman Slawson request gEEEEEiRCa—
o Shawd
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concerning the assassinafion (as;

ooy ‘Yl: .o.'. od B
leen ~ q:sl»«;% SNSRI WP ] VIV
X eaiseretrersTrecaes t

s (SRS §T- L6 g 0100 s 51 =3 )

glveﬁﬁ‘ymm YT Frnuiriectmatferials.

Theequest,ﬁtem number three of the above

listinéz reveals that the intercept of the Dorticos-Arman
conversation of November 22, 1964, ih which the passing

of monies (&S discussed had not as of Aprii 2 been provided

to the Commission. The Commission had specifically requested
the Dorticos-Armas transcrlpts. dﬁt'the March 12, 1964

meeting between Commission representatlves and Agency re-

%‘M«DE
presentativesas (Cite.) *li%ig

. apﬂbzmﬁrwbj
On April 3, 1964, Coleman and Slawsonjartieﬂ&ated
their concern for receiving complete access:to all material™>
relevant to Oswald's Mexico City trip! Theywrote:-
The most probable final result of the entlre
investigation of Oswaldls activities in Mexico is
a conclusion that he went there for the purpose

of trying to reach Cuba and that ﬁo'bribes, con-

spiracies, etc. took place.




Upon the group's arrival in Mexico City, they were met
by U.S. Ambassador Freeman, Claire Boonstra of the State
Department, Clarke Anderson of the FBI, and Winston Scott of
the CIA.

That same day during a meeting. between the Commission

~

representatives and Win Scott, Scott made available to the

group actual transcripts of the telephoné&surveillance
ﬂC(,dw,a.,a}/‘ Py < /_____KQ"DU (61,\/,‘{4"‘}’ "7"’“ A"fd‘y-

operations aré English translations @f the §é§§:> In addition,

he provided the group with reels of photographs for the

time period covered by Oswald's visit that had resulted from
photosurveillance of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy entrances$S
David Slawson wrote: |

"...Mr. Scott stated at the beginning of his narrative
that he intended to make a complete disclosure of all
facts, including the sources of his information, and
that he understood that all three of us had been cleared
for TOP SECRET and that we would not disclose beyond

the confines of the Commission and its immediate staff
the information we obtained through him without first
clearing it with his superiors in Washington. We

agreed to this." (Slawson memo, April 22, 1964, p. 22)

Mr. Scott described to the Commission representatives

the CIA's course of action immediately following the assassination,

tatdiakel '
Scotk indicaté? that his staff osowwiscwssstset began to compile

dossiers on Oswald, Duran, and everyone else throughout Mexico
whom the CIA knew had had some contact with Oswald (p.22).
Scott revealed all known Cuban and Russian intelligence agents

v , .
lﬁad immediately been put under surveillance following the




"Scott's narrative plus the material we were shown dis-—
Closed immediately how incorrect our previous
information had been in Oswald's contacts with the
Soviet and Mexican Embassies. Apparently the
distortions and omissions to which our information had
been subjected had entered some place in Washington,
because the CIA information that we were shown by Scott
was unambiguous on almost all the crucial points. We
had previously planned to show Scott, Slawson's
reconstruction of Oswald's probable activities at the
embassies to get Scott's opinion, but once we saw how
badly distorted our information was we realized that
this would be useless. Therefore, instead, we decided
to take as close note as possible from the original
source materials at some later time during our visit."

r, (pz,‘;&[{u%f\'

? d l b

BlaWson's memorandum of April 21, 1964 records the results
of the notetaking from original source materials that he did

}{}; following Scott's disclosures. These notes déak*exclusively

1
k\)” with the telephonic interceptspertaininggﬁ&ryespectiveiyjhkhe
Duran and Oswald conversations*soﬁf&‘?emul--SQ"‘O"-’&e‘l-a’#/)‘qa‘sn

It is evident from Slawson's record that the Agency's

denial of original source materials, in this case the telephonic

surveillance intercepts, seriously impaired the Commission's

acuumkdqrtaéﬂuu~ :
ability to draw“tonclusioggjregarding Oswald's sojourn in Mexico

P

Clty, e R S s ] A A -.. meyerey »‘:’f~v“""f‘.""_w‘,‘.’: It meant that as
T
i

AR T S WATT AT i

rﬂ§: of April.id; 1964, nearing the.ﬁalfway point df the Warren

ES i Commission investigat;on, the Commission was forced to retrace

/| the factual path by which it had structured Oswald's activities

{ in Mexico City. It furthér revealed that the Agency had
provided ambiquous information to the Commission when, in fact
"on almost all the crucial points" significantly more precise

conld have hoon

i materials eweme available for analysis by the Commission.

-ty
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Thus, the Agency's early policy of not p oviding. the Commission

with % vitally relevant information derived from certain
sensitive sources and methods had seriously undermined the

investigation and possibly foreclosed lines of investigation

1

that might have been more seriously considered had thigdﬁ*w’f

. . . . M . N
material been expeditiously prov1ded;(é;g;imfuban invoIvement N
—

__.f(m-ﬂé/—\/- @Lﬁ—w CRt vt PO~ e i
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VI. Mexico City Mystery Man

On November 23, 1963, Marguerite Oswald was shown by
FBI Special Agent Odum a photograph of a man bearing no
physical resemblance to her son?ﬁ T“ﬁﬁ photogréph had been
supplied to the FBI on November 22 by the CIA's Mexico City
Station after Agency representatives had searched their files

£n
in an effort to locate information on Oswald. This photograph

was one in a series

had been linked by the Mexico City Statio ﬂfior to the
Lo~

Lee Harvey Oswald. Richard Helms, in a sworn

‘"4‘

assass:.nat:.ou, -

affidavit before the Warren Commission, stated that the
photograph shown.to Marguerite Oswald had been taken on October 4,
1963 in Mexico City and mistakenly linked at that time to |
Oswald.<ur(&|4ﬁkﬁltb£€i”hy+§ InWCR)

On February 10, 1964, Marguerite Oswald testified before

the Warren Commission and recounted the circumstances under

which she was shown the photograph. Mrs. Oswald testified that
wWeRiL T
she believed this photograph to have been of Jack Ruby. (p. 153)



‘rk Thiéeafter, on February 12, 1964, J. Lee Rankin wrote
omas Kourramesmnes A cs,stant PP vty fodC
t0 HTSRACPTRRDUEE | -i-i-i-----tfﬂ%egard:ng the A
A rub'\oc&\ A SER SRR RN

this photograph”by the

e 5P (T )

Rank

:wﬁq;/ége identity of the individua

)
'<:§§§£§ted in the photograph %£:;;;;;iﬁfergg;ion—w=z=r§VEII35I€.

On that same-day, in a separate letter to DCI McCone,,

§}Rankin wrote that the Commission had been informed by the Secret

4<:;7n4¢ ove 2

' ;y Servicea~ thaq{EEe CIA had disseminated”several reports or
X’wy\Y

communications concerning the assassination to the Secret

w& Servrge B T L U ML, L ML ¥ -
Q’y'g Jk}ﬁ w Lo
n v’;, ,,Jreports and other materials. “‘hree a._.- cables tiesoywong:

f’,ff:“‘ ‘q(‘ttb\r\&“ql&ﬁ.f\.ﬂ;tﬂf

Coce Rank a requested copies of these

concerned waspie® the photograph of the individual
b P MLaics Coty Swnna(.\;
Q2 fexzepsiomen Oswald anQi:Ebsequently shown to Oswald's mother., ., __
wild ol fv/""“‘v“-’f‘\"*u/‘ L
1—
T M e i A_:-.-AM;'.'-<‘>‘ o H ey ot - i el s Bt o ,.7._1" J 'é‘/"‘

5, 4&mong the materials

W M bg fucfm
) disseminated®to the Secret Service was a November 26

ool
R y} qﬁX dissemination (DIR85177), gAe

, o +icos
u)y:} thewbeeret~Serviee. That cable concerned the Doriesss-Armas

& conversations and disclosed the existence of CIA telephonic

Gﬁéﬂﬂ\ surveillance operations in Mexico Citykat the time of the
n

r - | assassination and Oswald's earlier visit.
John Scelso testified regarding the circumstances
surrounding the eventual explanation given to the Commission

of the origin of the photograph in question. Scelso stated:
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"We did not initially disclose to the Warren

Commission all of our technical operations. In other
words, we did not initially disclose to them that we
had photosurveillance because the November photo we had
(of MMM) was not of Oswald. Therefore it did not mean
anything, you see?"

Mr. Goldsmith: ...So the Agency was making a unilateral
decision that this was not relevant to the Warren
Commission.

Scelso: Right, we were not authorized, at first, to reveal
all our technical operations. -

(Scelso deposition, 150)
o F@bruwﬂy/aq'ﬂﬁ‘*
the Warren

Commission access to

V&Seu_fbe. o‘é‘tons("/r\ Yo te C /7
telephonic surveillance production! (as dlSCQ%Sed in the ‘ #_a;
Sieni 180074 ¢ fosure wnclem wlr L0,
preceding section), the-iuuut of the photosurveillance operations,
- ‘I"° “A. LD od re C.omml.«ﬁfla- MJ"P,Q.&,{.A” - h"‘u‘.k
- ‘ PR, : wEEN to cause concern within

the Agency.
On March 5, 1967, Raymond Rocca wrote in an internal
memorandum to Richard Helms that "we have a problem here for

your determination." Rocca outline4<Angleton's desire not to
respond directly to Rankin*s request of February 12 regarding
CIA material forwarded to the Secret Service since Novemler 23,

1964. Rocca then stated:

/’"Unless you feel otherwise, Jim would prefer

\jﬂ uy« ull to wait out the Commission on the matter covered by

‘»paragraph 2 (of the above-referenced February 12

L’ Vy \ letter). If they come back on this point he feels

ﬁf that you, or someone from here, should be prepared to
go over to show the Commission the material rather than

\(0
th \ pass them to them in copy. Incidentally, none of these

\Jy/ items are of new substantive interest. We have either
\ﬁg;ﬁ pgssed the material in substance to the Commission in

esponse to earlier levies on the items on the 1tems
refer to aborted leads, for example, the famous s¢x

\(Rocca memo 5 March 64, FOIA 579-250)

\6%ﬁ photographs which are not of Oswald..."

ErINHN
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Luisa Calderon

Approximately five hours after President Kennedy's .
assassination, a Cuban government employee in Mexico City named
"Luisa" received a telephone call from an unidentified man
speaking Spanish. ° (MEXI 7105, 27 Nov. 63, FOIA 173-615, attach-
ment) This call had been intercepted and recorded by the CIA's
Mexico City Station as the result of its LIENVOY (tel. tap)
operation. (op cit) The Mexico City Station identified the
Luisa of the conversation as Luisa Calderon, who wasrthén
employed in the Commercial Attache's office at the Cuban
Consulate.

During the course of the conversation, the unidentified'
caller asked Luisa if she had heard the latest news. Luisa
replied in a joking tone:

"Yes, of course, I knew almost before Kennedy."

The caller went on to tell Luisa that the person
apprehended for Kennedy's slaying was the "President of one of
the Committees of the Fair Play for Cuba." Luisa replied fhat
she knew this also. Luisaminquired whether‘the person being
held for the killing was a gringo. The unidentified caller
replied, "yes." Luisa told her caller that she had learned
nothing else about the assassination; that she had learned
about the assassination only a little while ago. The

unidentified caller commented:
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We think that if it had been or had
seemed...public or had been one of the
segregationists or against intergration
who had killed Kennedy, then there was,
let's say, the possibility that a sort
of civil war would arise in the United
- States; that contradictions would be
sharpened...who knows N

Luisa responded:

‘Imagine, one, two, three and now, that makes
three. (She laughs.) :

Raymond'Rocca, fom

—coraay
. gt Al
s RS
vy

T R

fo

a 1975 Rockefeller Commission request for information on
a possible Cuban”conspiracy to assassinate President
Kennedy'wrote regarding Calderon's comments:

Latin hyperbole? Boastful ex post facto
suggestion of foreknowledge. This is the
only item in the intercept coverage of the
Cubans and Soviets after the assassination:
that contains the suggestion of foreknow-
ledge or expectation. (Rocca memo for DC/OPS,
23 May 1975, p. 15)

‘Standing by ‘itself, Luisa Calderon's cryptic com-
ments do not merit serious attention. Her words may - in-

deed indicate}forekhowledge of the assassination but may

'also=‘gIIiEy be interpreted without such a sinister impli-

cation. Nevertheless, as will be discussed herein, the
Committee has determined that Luisa Calderon's case did

merit serious attention in the months following the assas-

sination. However, Calderon's comments were not reported

to the Warren Commission, apparently an agency oversight.
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‘calderon's 201 file reveals that she arrived in
Mexico City from Havana on January 16, 1964, carrying
Cuban Passport E/63/7. Her date of birth wés believed
to be 1940 (Dispatch, HMMA2l6l£) Calderon's presence in
Mexico City was first reported by the CIA on July 15,
1963 in a dispatch from the CIA's Miami field office to
the CIA's Mexico City S&&tion and to the Chief of the CIA's
Special Affairs Staff (for Cuban operations). That dis-
patch had attached to it a report.containg biographic data
on personnel then assigned to the Cuban Embassy in Mexico
City. At page three of the attached report Luisa Calderon
wés listed as Secretary of the Cuban Embassy's commercial
office. The notation indicated that a report was pending
on Calderon. The Agency has attempted, withou£ success,
to locate the report.

On September 1, 1963, a dispatch was sent.from
the Chief of the Special Affairs Staff to the Chief of ot
o#& Station in Mexico -City (Dispatch HMMW 11935).%§"n&

Luisa Calderon's association with the Cuban DGI
was first reported by the CIA on May 5, 1964. At thét
time, Harold Swénsdn, Chief of Counterintelligence for the
Special Affairs Staff, recorded the results of his de-
briefing'of the Cuban defector, AMMUG-1l. The memorandum
states that AMMUG had no direct knowledge of Lee Harvey
Oswald or his activities but was able to provide items

of interest based upon the comments of certain Cuban In-

’7%\«8 .ciiﬂ?cd$tf1~“_xsznf4éﬂ VW ol

—

Coder) -
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telligence Service officers. Specifically, AMMUG-1 had
been asked if Oswald was known to the Cuban intelligence
services before November 23, 1963. AMMUG-1 told Swenson,
as recorded in the May 5 memorandum that "Prior to October
1963, Oswald visited the Cuban Embassy in Mexico City on
two or three occasions. Before, during and after these
visits, Oswald was in éontact with the Direccion General
De Intelligencia (DGI), specifically with Luisa Calderon,
Manuel Vega Perez, and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez.

Swenson thereafter wrote that Caldéron's precise
relationship to the DGI Qas not clear. As a comment to
this statement he set forth the CIA cable and dispatch
traffic which recorded her arrival in Mexico and departure, dwr~y:

Covbir ) 164
(& .
o for Cuba.

On May 7, 1964, Swenson recorded additional informa-
tion he had elicited from AMMUG-1 regarding Oswald's
possible contact with the DGI. Paragraph 3 of this memoran-

dum stated in part:

"a. Luisa Calderon, since she returned to
Cuba, has been paid a regular salary
by the DGI even though she has not per-
formed any services. Her home is in
\ the Vedado section where the rents are
high.

b. Source (AMMUG) has known Calderon for
several years. Before going to Mexico,
she worked in the Ministry of Exterior
Commerce in the department which was
known as the "Empress Transimport."

Her title was Secretary General of the
Communist Youth in the department named
in the previous sentence.

sy
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) On Méy 8 Swenson further disclosed AMMUG's know-
ledge of the Oswald case. Swenson paraphrased AMMUG;s
knowledge of Calderon as follows:

I thought that Luisa Calderon might have
had contact with Oswald because I learned about
17 March 1964, shortly before I made a trip to
Mexico, that she had been involved with an
American in Mexico. The information to which
I refer was told to me by a DGI case officer...
I had commented to (him) that it seemed strange
that Luisa Calderon was receiving a salary from
the DGI althoucht she apparently did not do any
work for the Service. (The case officer) told
me that hers was a peculiar case and that he
himself believed that she had been recruited in
Mexico by the Central Intelligence Agency al-
though Manuel Pineiro, the Head of the DGI, did
not agree. As I recall, (the case officer) had
investigated Luisa Calderon. This was because,
during the time she was in Mexico, the DGI had
intercepted a letter to her by an American who
signed his name OWER (phonetic) or something
similar. As you know, the pronunciation of
Anglo-Saxon names is difficult in Spanish so
I am not sure of how the name mentioned by Hernan-
dez should be spelled. It could have been "Howard"
or something different. As I understand the matter,
the letter from the American was a love letter
but indicated that there was a clandestine-
professional relationship between the writer and
Luisa Calderon. I also understand from (the
case officer) that after the interception of
the letter she had been followed and seen in the
company of an American. I do not know if this
could have been Oswald...

On May ‘11, Raymond Rocca wrote a memorandum
to Director Richard Helms regarding'the information Swenson
had elicited from AMMUG. Rocca proposed that "the DDP
in person or via a designee, preferably the former, dis-
cuss the AMMUG/1l sitaution on a very restricted basis
with Mr. Rankin at his earliest convenience either at

the Agency or at the Commission headquarters. Until this
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takes place, it is not desirable to put anything in writ-

ing. (11 May 64, Rocca memo, FOIA687-295 with/4 attachments).
On May 15, 1964, Helms wrote Rankin regarding

AMMUG's information about the DGI, indicating its sensi-

tivity and operational significance. Attached to Helms'

communication was a paraphrased accounting of Swenson's

May 5 memorandum. (Helm's memo, May 15, 1964, FOIA 697-294).

- In that attachment the intelligence associations of

Manuel Vega Perez and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez .axe set
ot

forth. However, that attachment makes no reference what-

soever to Luisa Calderon.

Howard Willens of the Warren Commission, requested
' Gt 255 3

‘as a follow-up to the May 15 memorandum, to~toelk—at the

questions used in Swenson's interrogation of AMMUG. (Dooley
memo to Rocca, 19 June 1964 FOIA 739-310). On June 18,
1964 Arthur Dooley of Rocca's counterintelligence research
and analysis group took the questions and AMMUG's responses
to the Warren Commission's officers for WilLen's review.
Willens saw Swenson's May 5 memorandum. The oniy mention
of éalderonfwas as follows: "The precise relationship of
Luisa Célderon to the .DGI is not clear.  She spent about
six months in Mexico from which she returned to Cuba eariy 

-

W
in 1964. However, Willens was not shown the Swenson memoran-

‘dum of May 7 and May 8, 1964 which contained much more

detailed information on Luisa Calderon, including her possible
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average it took less t;hgn/- e week for the CIA to transmit

its information to @ Warren Commission, after such in-. -

. Lome s
been processed by the Agency. (Rocca dep.,; == ==
. Al o

formation had
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ion of WC staffers.)
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uJ~xof/gJA-6{C
xaunding”™photograph now referred to as that

of the "Mexico City Mystery Man"

Each of these concerns will be examined

ﬁerein.

The CIA's concern for revealing the existence -of

St L7 e e S T YT

sensitive technical operations, as outlined above, was
®
evident from the b!?ception of the Warren Commission.

Mr. Scelso commented that "we were not authorized at first

b4
to reveal all our technical operations.” (Seeig;—%ep.

AL
p.158) D83elso Surtier testifi@d:\l-/\«k :

b We were going to give them intelligence re-
»+* - ports which derived from all our sources, in-
£ €luding technical sources, including the tele-

¢ 'h: phone intercept and the information gotten

2 3 o from the interrogation of Silvia Duran, for
example, which corresponded almost exactly

“~ with the information from the telephone inter-

K
VRS
c, 35 cepts. (Ext~%e—%§ﬁiﬁ3:quetef»ai%~eé—pr5)

E Mr. Scelso's characterization is supported by

examination of the background to the first major CIA

18 FoiA Pecumlx # So7- 803

report furnished the Warren Commission garding Lee Harvey 2
B i - /
Oswald's trip to Mexico City. ¢(Giske.) Much of théég%?ormalﬁﬂngﬁ‘“

. . . Lee
tion provided to the Warren Commission in this report was EETKHNé;
. . \ s . elms
based upon sensitive sources and methods, identification

of which had been deleted completely from the report.

A
Thé%éolicy limiting Warren Commission know-

ledge of CIA sources and methods was articulated as early
‘as December 20, 1963, at which time a cable was sent from
CIA headquarters to the Mexico City Station which stated:

Our present plan in passing information to the
Warren Commission is to eliminate mention of tele-
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phone taps, in order to protect your contin-
uing ép3 . Will rely instead on statements
of Silvia Duran and on contents of Soviet
Consular file which Soviets gave ODACID
(CIA—cable DIR97829 FOIA 498=2045—29Fanl064)
CI1HB Folh Doc 1 Y| -6 Jo6 193, puemj
q2.6-757 eod L6
The basic pollcy articulated in the December 20, [tk
45 it peui £icath concerran vba i p o[l
1963 cable is also _set forthrin a CIA memorandum of
CIA MEmofcMwmi‘, /f 201){, Aéoz .rJ\DAe.ql—m.cn
December;L@, 1963. In that memorandum, Birch eal

4ywqm19weﬂ"gb*‘muékb¢9
of the CIA Counterlntelllgence/Staff wrote that he had |

been adv15ed by Sam Papich, FBI liaison mem to the CIa,
that the FBI was anticipating a request from the Warren
Commission for copies of the FBI's materials which sup-
ported or compllment ,he FBI's five volume report of

Decmeber 9, 1963. ubmltted to the Warren Comm1ssxon.

Papich provided O Neal with this report which indicated

that some United States Agency was tapping telephones
avd gl ca I\‘t‘M
in Mexico, *Pap&eh—quer:ed*O*Neai*whether the FBI could
' N Z

supply the Warren Commission withf\source of the telephone
taps. (The FBIhadknowledge of CIA'S telephone-surveil-

. '-v/'(-f:’ . ' . ‘ » - :
e lance—opefatIons-tn“MexIcU‘CIty7—see—eiﬁ—gaéi-ﬁf749fﬁiﬁ7'
) _V.;"’,.)—‘v" "‘ . y\—. J’
/7 i ' O'Neal's memorandum Mthat he discussed this matter

.zﬁ;w“; with Scelso wﬁgqmuvvmmnn,ﬁ¥fter a discussion w1th Helms,

~ &
[

\ é:was directed by Helms to prepare CIA materlal to be passed -

;to the Warren Commission. O'Neal wrote:

M ' He (Scelso) was quite sure it was not the

e Agency's desire to make available to the Com-
e 2 mission at least in this manner--via the FBI-
,;¢Fﬁhp: sensitive information which could relate to
~~ 1.4 .¢ i telephone taps (Birch=64Neal, Mémo for. File,

27« .. .7 . 20 Dec 63 Subj+—Lee-Harvey Oswald)
- 3 ..;5’ ,;"1 ' - L¢) BI r‘j\elqw} . U/SG{H‘/Q"\W"/{{ ]
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tect the CIA's Mexico City Station's sources and techniques.

IA—G&b—le—BHMG&——F-GQ%“J
( :Cb‘d\. | 20 Dec 63)

3 < .
i ¥ _:,f\."" .Q o - l\_‘ L_ R »\,\ - /“'V;}‘Q’(J N
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NS

Iv. Telephoné'Taps and—Photo—Surwesddance

Mr. Helms offered testimony regarding the CIA's

reticence to inform the Warren Commission, at least during
& #Q@DM SS oS L&bSﬁAf /
the initial stage of the CIA's telephonic and photo sur-

Helms—-testified:

‘ The reason for the sensitivity of; /these tele-
phone taps and surveillance was not only be-
cause it was sensitive from the Agency's
standpoint, but the telephone taps were run-
ning in conjunction with thegﬁekican authori—ﬂff
tie§] and therefore, if this iad become public
knowledge, it would have caused very bad feel-

~ ings between Mexico and the U;uled,é =X of B chor Helms, 8/ /7%
v and that was the reason. fewEy 1 N"l ‘ Pfﬂ—)k

5

<

Nevertheless, the CIA had provided in ormation to

- 3 .
AR 'L.'

"-;?‘ the FBI regarding the Mexico City surveil} nce operations

prlor to the assassination”™ an% durlng t)'é post— sassination
'57777/ 7 ’//‘//0‘/ F*ff“r““

4

‘ n of November 28,'1963 the White Houge, through information

A Y J
A made available by DCI McCone to National Security Council?®
- L Ned rroado
., Director McGeorge Bundy, == dware that the CIA had tele-
A
;7

'sence in Mexico City prior to the assassination had been

1’-;' : ,."1(- .' _' —
e "‘“ﬂ__/;',./.,; corroborated. {(‘,1 McCoag M lopus Yo Moo o:.&wmﬂ \/
"\'I E:‘ » e
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anulAhﬂéquET
The CIA's washemmargt to inform the Warren Commission,,

sfis—a-source .

ofconcern to tl'p.s Committee. It is indicative of a 'im

A
n
(641 4 05 (mredPik e 1n s 5o <+ ke Poie oA
tu&a.—-ehe-z;my-s—par:pto —Ma:m“w
Vi CGIA Lt ung.m‘&f-"lb,‘
substance wimosEswFEmmwey informatio IEE:E prov1de&

, ngcﬁCl $61 €1eN Do o JeAnScelf=,s 0/73/ ‘Plfa
the Warren Commission. (q¢§/§§§5§3/45§37 .This process
might well have hampered the Commission's ability to pfo—

ceed in its investigation with all the facts before it,
d—’_

ev -
: / ”,- [ ot Le o A *;?’?'i Wy,
. L, SRS, o N - S A .- o 4 .
tive—operations €6 tHe Commission. “" "~ ° C
: P ‘i“/ C Lo # 'M—c (.QLIC'*)' D

S E Aept Sty

As noted previously, on January 31, 1964, the CIA

A S N L,

provided the Warren Commission with a memorandum that TN
RS

chronicled Lee Harvey Oswald's Mexico City visitf during -+ <iFF

September 26, 1963 - October 3, 1963. That memorandum

- 29

Aaid , thoX . L

ewmew no/mention el EoteEyernms Oswald's various conver-— /-f<-
. \ £ ‘ ‘ « 7

sations with the Cuban and Sogktl Embassy/Consulate$had - sy

been tapped andﬁsubsequently transcribed. Furthermore,‘\ bvfce

\ that memorandum g'dn nd’/é\entlonm that the CIA Eah
had tapped and transcribed conversations between Cuban fﬁv«i “‘
Embassy employee Sylvia Duran and Soviet officials at < Eft,;;
the Soviet Embassy[Consulate'nor was mention made of the .5~‘fd—
conversations between Cuban President Dorticos and Cuban 7;3;

ArmeS . e
Ambassador to Mexico which the CIA had also tapped and A

‘transcribed.

2 e
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On Fébruary 1, 1964,Helms appeared before the

Commission (&F==—apove} and likely discussed the memoran-
i([ﬂ fa{lq Dbc¢ qqg-2°7'2ﬁ'&n lcl("/l )F)IQQ7 Xaﬁ)
1964+

dum of Janﬁary 3/ , On Feburary 10, 1964, J. Lee

Rankin wrote Helms in regard to the CIA memorandum of
£ SFK € Ps¢c Mo, —

January 31. A review of Rankin's letter indicates that:

Ars weiting :
St 23S Of wivesisssoseseseiese, the Warren Commission

had no substantive knowledge of the telephonécsurveillance
operation or the production i.e., the tapes and trans-
cripts, from that operation. Rankin inquired in the Feb-
ruary 10, 1964 [2t¥er yhether Oswald's direct communica—
tion with employees of the Soviet Embassy (as stated in
?41?ﬁ£:zﬁ‘of the January 31 memorandum) had been facilitated
by telephone or interview. Manifestly, if the Warren Com-

mission had been informed of the telephongc surveillance

operation and its success in tapping Oswald this inquiry
e ¢ :
by Rankin would not have been made. <92¢  S--

v

—

Raymond Rocca's testimony tends to support this
conclusion. It was Rocca's recollection that between
the time period of January4l964l— April 1964, Warren Com-
mission's representatives had visited the CIA's headquar-
ters in Langley; Virginia and had been shown various trans-
cripts resulting from the CIA's telephon& surveillance

pocrt L35 1€1ex dop. of Bemerd Pocia 7///7/7 5, PE7
operations in Mexico City. (Rocca—dep+—p-89) However,

Mr. Rocca did not personally make this material available

to Commission representatives and was not able to state

under oath precisely the point in time at which the Warren

. et
Commission dearned of these operations. i:j}bf):}
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On February 19, 1964

_:-'.-——- : r‘ respommng%dgc% AJ' 54 ‘%—%H /7 Fe

inquiry of February 10. " The Agency response did indi- (944

cate that Oswald had phoned the Soviet Consulate and was

also 1nterv:|.ewed at the Consulate. However, the Agency did

a-et reveal’‘the source of this information in its response
IS Qo el

to the Commissiorffpr indicate’ that 4 would be revealed

—— .
by other means (e.g. by oral briefing). Z'J/b'd\j

vQ/\ COMMIS"IO’S 'C(\Qw" & 'f L’A T<f 7/@04/&

//'1- ﬁ)rﬁj,)’ —iad 0l =1, Tt Bl e S .’; ‘ — fj/ ‘f-efrlj/&’;iz
jﬁ:ﬁ— During the period of March - April 1964, David

Slawson drafted a series of memoranda which among other
issues concerned Warren Commission knowledge of and access

to the production material derived from the CIA telephonq'c

CE™N
(jl
[

surveillance operations in Mexico City. A review of
>

o 7

these memoranda tend to support the Committee's belief —. L~ =7

P 4

o Nt T, ™

(P A

that the Warren Commission, through Mssrs. Slawson, Coleman, piaL

and Willens did not obtain access to CIA telephone surveil- S

lance materials until April 9, 1964. At that -time, Coleman, _;

£lwson and Willens met with Win Scott, the CIA's Chief.
cott

of Station in Mexico Clty/m provided them with various

transcripts and'translatlons derived from CIA telephone

taps of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy/Consulates. (Slawson

pMemorandum of.April 22, 1964, %ubject: /)f:f_"?lb N")km)oc"fﬁ ,—_S
April | ,
HOWEgRr, Erior to 'dwﬁﬁ;- it appears doubtful

that the Commission had been given even‘partial access

to the referenced material. Nevertheless, by March 12,
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1964, the recofd indicates that the Warren Commission
had at least become aware that the CIA did maintain
telephondt surveillance of the Cuban Embassy/Consulate.
(Slawson memorandum, March 12, 1964, Subj: meeting with

gA/&/

CIA representatives). Slawson s memorandum” revea
vho

~blp' the Warren Commission had learned that”CIA nws e

posseés!ﬂ*.transcripts of conversations between the Cuban

Ambassador to Mexico, Armas, and the Cuban President Dorticos.
‘vor‘h(oi-' A-rmaj

Thoa® conversations, requested by the Warren Commission

representatives at a meeting with CIA officials, including

Richard Helms, concerned Silvia

Du{ﬁh s arrest and interrogation by the Mexican Federal _
Mﬂwsanw/m /?/o/,/zal /96y 7/73/ /‘7 ‘/>~</6-}
Police (cite?). GEIEH!E!QE!by Helms responded to the Com—
strd g
mission's request for access, gyanhwmetem® that he would

attempt to arrange for the Warren CommissionQrepresentatives‘

. “’_W
fo review &P this material. (Slawson memo, March 12, 1964)2 (a_‘)

It shouldbe noted that the records reviewed do not
reveal the manner in which the Commission ;éé;ned of the
Dorticos~Armas intercepts;”‘As detailed,abéve, both the FBI
and White House'(through McGeorge Bundy) were aware of the
CIA's telephonié surveillance_a¢tivities in Mexico City.
(CE%ggﬁ-One or the other could well'have provided‘the War-
ren Commission with this information. Nevertheless, Ray- .
mond Roq@s'testimony'a$ cited herein (Rocca dep. )
lends some support tbﬁthe position that the Commission had

been informed of the Dorticos-Armas conversations through

the CIA's initiative.
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Another Slawson memorandum, dated March 25, 1964

concerned Oswald's trip to Mexico. Slawson therein stated

. . » <l
that the tentative conclus:mns!% Oswald S

Mexico trip,(that he had reacheg¢ were derived from CIA

memoranda@ of January 31, 1964 and February 19, l964<@;‘ﬁﬁi;ﬁiu4h

rfc.rok?-r,“l@‘{
and/in addition a Mexican federal police summary &&FEgrof T=°

~—J

interrogations conducted shortly after the assassination
with certain Cuban Embassy employees. Slawson wrote:

A large part of it (the summary report) is

simply a summation of what the Mexican police

learned when they interrogated Mrs. Silvia

Duran, {sicd an employee' of the Cuban Consulate

in Mexico City, and is therefore only as accu-

rate as Mrs. Duran's testimony to the police. ijjlbldz

These comments indicate that Seﬁkson placed limited
reliance upon the Mexican police summary. Moréover, there
.is no indication that quason had been provided the Duran
telephonu.interéept transcripts. In fact, by virtue of
Slawson's comments conerning the Mgéﬁ%an police report,

it would appear that the Warren Commission/as.of March 2?,'

had been provided little substantive information pertaining

to Sylvia Duran.«'«# lnser‘?' Zi’?

The Committee's belief that Slawson had not been

given access to the Duran transcripts is further supported

' , : i Cp (092>
by reference to his memorandum of{%arch 27, 1964 L(CiteT

wherein he states his conclusion that Oiﬁjld ad visited
1ap2
the Cuban Embassy on three occasions.” This conclusiogK\

W es
he visseetssiss based upon an analy515 of Sylvia Duran's testi-

'! his mamerandum lotars
mony before the Mexican police. no
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indication that he_ h‘a reviewed any of the Duran

transcripts. Furthermore,® @ had*been given access

to these transcripts, certainly their substance would have

been incorporated into his analysis and accordingly noted

for this purpose. His analysis ehbuld have* reflected

the fact of this rev1e¥afither by its corroboration or
abovei | '1?qﬁh$=’ﬁb=ﬁ?

"ngu47 criticism of the Mexican police summary report.

P4

: Hexico Cit{®h: ! B
a¥eeSs to the Duran transcripts. he Commission had been M{/’V

-

P

] forced to rely upon the two memoranda that did not. make Jﬁw»éx
H reference to the surveillance operatlons,and af\summary.:gEE!~

: | Skl A by ibe M exicanFe Aeral Pol 1 %
j jﬁﬁﬁfreport. Thus, the Agency had been successful for

over three months in not exposing the surveillance opera-
tions to the review of the concerned Warren Commission

As was stated in the CIA cable of Decem-

/

staff members.

ber 20, 1964 to its Mexico Clty Station:

Our present plan in paSSLng 1nformatlon to
the Warren Commission is to eliminate mention
of telephone taps, in order to protect your
continuing operations. Will rely instead

on statements of Silvia Duran and on contents
of Soviet consular file which Soviets gave

/ODACID'here.
(CIa Gabﬂé DIR %V4627 FOIA4MZO -757, Dec. 20,

1964 CIA p.2144)
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L3 . / '
tlmes. He statedLhat this cdnclu‘;-- -was based upon his

ﬂ‘w’ '
4 .
review of Silvgfa Duran's tes 3 ony“%of he Mexican poP™se

l

(Slawson mepOrandum, Mar ;”i'“ 196{* CIA p- #72) Howeyer,
+A L f'.‘
Slawson voes not statf ;onclusio-f were alsqfdrawn
f p.

from r: iew of g 1::f the p ~ouctlon fdﬁn the Mex &o City
statignh su: ‘s:””ﬁ';WSon doss—¥ndicate,

' ak 53- wf“( t"F/ < QT2
howevay, thaif is easonlng i ---:,Aregardlz- Oswald's

r“" Rgrtsita i
visit to~thedggp§n~Emﬁgssy géLoglcally, access to the €74 ‘s

telephonlc surveillance production would have clarified some

ambiguities. For example, on September 27, at 4:05 p. m.iﬁ;lb“s ™

R o randy,

Silvia Duran telephoned the Soviet Embassy, and stated éﬁﬁ&?ﬁtﬂ
: '  Tedkerlepty”
that an American was presently at the Cuban Embassy; re- ﬁ?i?;;:f’

c""w.rf"l/ e
questing an in-transit visit to Cuba. This American was (c'ijweFu
-
determined by CIA analysts to be Oswald. Again on Septem-

ber 28, at 11:51 a.m. Duran teleEhoned the Soviet Consulate

5
stating that an American, 1dent1f1ed by CIA analysts as

S:CLM +Lcc-|-n- ho.o\ Foi-ce
Oswald #p at the Cuban Embassy. sﬁw-. - R

$%5 definitively established that Oswald hHad

visited _the.Cuban Embassy-on--at  least two- occasions.
Moreover, the specific dateSand. exact times of his- presence
in_the_ Cuban,Embassy/égst%%tabllshed as the result of the,
teiephonlc”survelllancé?f-éad this information been made
available to Slawson, his calcuations of Oswald's activities
in Me#ico City would have been more firmly established

than they were as of March 27, 1964. These=tra ~{:psv




nee—thenr=rade—avaiIable.

The record supports the Committee's finding that

as of April 2, 1964 the Warren Commission had still not

NS 4
K

W s been given access to the above-referenced series of tele-

it ,:.;Lj Uphon« intercepts. 1In a memorandum of that date by Coleman

’vr,—w
P

- ,and Slawson, they a.t.i:.c-u.lateﬂone question to the CIA and

MY LS two requests for 1nformatlon from the Agencye (ma"‘“‘f"': Or==y
) Sluso gt lleman  suh): @uestions Rajsoa by He A by Hana Ful<

3 mem'cé‘AprJ.'T. 2, 1964, QIA~p—IH45) (my-—ne#:es—"ﬂ) Co siRmanan
UL ”’5 AeSon Wiy

.\si'.f' 1) What is the information source referred to in

the November 28 telegram that Oswald intended

to settle down in Odessa;

L 2) We would like to see copies of the transcripts

| of the intercepts, translated if possible, in

. refer
all cases where the intercepts ewmam to the

assassination or related subjects;
3) We would especially like to see the intercept

in which the allegation that money was'passed

) at ssy_mis discussed Z:[:bo‘o\)
NP The ques mItia ly pose in the above-referenced

\X“.}a *  femorandum of April 2 concerns the CIA telephonéc intercept

'\ &y ,,.etur‘”'"
. « .v of September 27, 1963 at 10: 37 a.m, (Slawson memo pril
3,";: .;J P D : et (._,dKOA ‘f ‘»‘UC‘W\ ﬁ
28, 1964 SEApT—3223) . Jif Slawsonu-@-'M
- ng“c" .‘.Q‘*QI :
W e source of the information, he had not been
...... {" .k\: i ! L :-'; 6 W
SR s e |
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t,iizém number three of the above

conversation of November 22, 1964, in which the passing
of monies @& discussed haA not as of April 2 been provided

to the Commission. The Commission had specifically requested

the Dorticos-Armas transcripts._ éﬁfthe March 12, 1964

o meeting between Commission representatives and Agency re-
r tat (C% f%(kas« ~e M\fa'% MM/\/%(‘((
e presentativesas (Ci 3 s nLerence %.pkq/},,,rvrm/\h
‘ On April 3, 1964, Coleman and Slawson~art1culated (ngj
their concern for receiving complete access to all material™
relevant to Oswald's Mexico City trip: 'Theywwrote;«

Phe most brobable final result of the entire

investigation of Oswald’s activities in Mexico is

a conclusion that he went there for the purpose

of trying to reach Cuba and that no bribes, con-

spiracies, etc. took place.
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Upon the group's arrival in Mexico City, they were met

by U.S. Ambassador Freeman, Claire Boonstra of the State

Department, Clarke Anderson of the FBI, and Winston Scott of
the CIA. @ biAppa-i0¢

That same day during a meeting between the Commission
representatives and Win Scott, Scott made available to the

group actual transcripts,of the telephone€ surveillance S
«l w&‘adwt‘\ MA"//WQ W g
operations and English translations: eé::he—same—~ In addition,

he provided the group with reels of photographs for the

time period covered by Oswald's visit that had resulted from
photosurveillance of the Cuban and Soviet Embassy entrances$
David Slawson wrote: |

"...Mr. Scott stated at the beginning of his narrative
that he intended to make a complete disclosure of all
facts, including the sources of his information, and
that he understood that all three of us had been cleared
for TOP SECRET and that we would not disclose beyond

the confines of the Commission and its immediate staff
the information we obtained through him without first
clearing it with his superlors in Washlngton. We

agreed to this." (Sla~~w- e P 6%, p. 23}

Mr. Scott descrlbed to the CommlsSLOn representatives

the CIA's course of action 1mmed1ately following the assassination.
{ o nedhiakel .
\ Scott indicated that his staff sewssersceswt’ began to compile

dossiers on Oswald, Duran, and everyone else throughout Mexico

whom the CIA knew had had some contact with Oswald (ﬁ%ééigfd:b Cz?

Scott revealed all known Cuban and Russian intelligence agents

Higa'immediately been put under

surveillance following the



e x{'\

. _b‘j

"Scott's narrative plus the material we were shown dis-
closed immediately how incorrect our previous
information had been in Oswald's contacts with the
Soviet and Mexican Embassies. Apparently the
distortions and omissions to which our information had
been subjected had entered some place in Washington,
because the CIA information that we were shown by Scott
was unambiguous on almost all the crucial points. We
had previously planned to show Scott, Slawson's
reconstruction of Oswald's probable activities at the
embassies to get Scott's opinion, but once we saw how
badly distorted our information was we realized that
this would be useless. Therefore, instead, we decided
to take as close note as possible from the original

j:,s urce Q? rlals at some later time during our visit."

(A

(}2 u
Slawson s memorandum of April 21, 1964 records the results

of the notetaking from original source materials that he did

following Scott's disclosures. These notes deal¥exclusively
with the telephonic interceptspertainingﬁﬁBrrespectively?hEhe
ot a7—-0ct/ ) 1963.
« Trteregpts Lo

that the Agency's

Durai) and Oswald S versatlonsslwﬁ"‘ ﬁﬁ“‘“‘
S.S:\;\.-e; ar~h m. !25—0"6)[ /1.?:"\45}.;‘-) e
It is ev1dent from Slawson's recor

denial of original source materials, in this case the telephonic

surveillance intercepts, seriously impaired the Commission's

acwwu‘, reasSend
ablllty to draw*boncluslon§3regard1ng Oswald s sojourn in Mexico

Clty, i It meant that as
S e ToWAI 1, it

of April 10, 1964, neafing thebﬁalfway point of the Warren
Commission invesfigation, the Commission was forced to retrace
the factual path by which it had structufed Oswald's activities
in Mexico City. It further fevealéd that the Agency had
provided ambiguous information to the Commission when, in fact
"on almost all the crucial points" 'significantly more precise

coutd have & ocd
materials esessc avallable for analysis by the Commission. IL& '
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Thus, the Agency s early pollcy of not prov1d1ng the Comm1551on
with t%5h vitally relevant information derived from certain

sensitive sources and methods had serioﬁsly undermined the

investigation and possibly foreclosed lines of investigation{\

that might have been more seriously considered had this '-¢f

material been expeditiously prov1ded~ci:i;ihiuban 1nvolveT52£3}

N

S Z/ﬁ ,;'- %_1_‘,(-’\4,\ k_d.&u‘l. > ATt
A .44"

et VD

On November 23, 1963 Marguerite Oswald M

of a man bearing no
aL(en CGmmisSion Beport p——
photograph had been

Mexico Clty Mystery Man

V&

physical resemblance to her son;}
supplied to the FBI on November 22 by the CIA's Mexico City
Station after Agency representatives had searched their files

<) A poc TOPH~ lgf( 2-5":"
in an effort to locate information on Oswald: This photographﬂkoc

was one in a series

St W

operations against the Soviet

had been linked by the Mexico

it

as sass:.nat:.ou,

affidavit before the Warren Commission, stated that the
photograph_shown to Marguerite Oswald had been taken on October 4,

1963 in Mexico City and mistakenly linked at that time tb

Oswald.(?“
056-( (Qf\co"\vl-ln

On February 10, 1964, Marguerite Oswald testified before

the Warren Commission and recounted the circumstances under
: w‘_f(.,er\c,omm;ffl‘a Q/TP P
which she was shown the photograpfi. Mrs. Oswald testified that
e RrET
'she believed this photograph to have been of Jack Ruby.j:? . 153)
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Thereafter, on February 12, 1964, J. Lee Rankin wrote s
T’\onw Kmmmrs Assistnnt 'PW : ; -
‘o , L,
minmeywmiy this photograph by the i
. Central Intelligence Agency. Ra‘ﬁ]iinm reques ted that E

+e ld. : — E

he identity of the indivis l ‘:K

o Lo T

if-that-—-information wewee available. 2

- Qb 75: 'T&v TR-%(#——— ? , het!

ay, in a sep dte letter te—beF-MeCone,

+—2"hel e Cant M&W%x /tovcz' Y
Rankln wrote t-he—ecnmrrss:mn

B ;‘/J - WW&G <. [ scmc Nodl’ﬂwaa; 193 )
Cootar 0 (Servicean that@e' CIA had dlssemln@wewpom&or
ARTAN - ,

. ~ ,""7 -communigcations- concerningthe assassination—to—the-Secret

e .Serﬂ%e S Rankin requested copies of these
R | e kg rRSY SRy N

7 FLrre materials.u ree/a?;-u cablesot.m

J,r - .. ’ b’ﬁ.nbi\ a‘(‘l‘)\’\*“’)‘&ﬁ"\"‘{:'«“

B

- concernée wespies th photograp of the individual e _
P Meaics Cay Sfatien oS g Lo LR L Lgf""'fo“
L 3 “6'541 ld sequently showrﬁ to Oswald's mo‘azeg 1,&;‘1:

ESbn. , -%mong the materials

.‘"’ | RO :.7.;...--.~:~--“'-»:::'"»*_‘-7.-.-;.--..n.;v;...f OEENG
w,\f by ¥ LI A
~ ..~ | disseminated™to the Secret Service was a ?ovember 26
Jo . CciA DOCTIJQ‘F(IT? 2eA)ov IGLY

©.+" . dissemination W{W '

; i o)
,: _ $iCoS
. thewbeeret~S8erviee. That cable concerned the Dorimws-Armas

conversations and disclosed the existence of CIA telephonic

v ,* surveillance operations in Mexico Clty‘\at the time of the

= . . A& Cr 77 =

2 ;}-V assa551%wald s earller visi ?IUQ
o ‘I_‘_A,.i : er -~y l\_‘—Juyr
Z*@2"—“John Scelso test J.ed r"alng‘ %he’c:.rcumst;nces AM%

, surrounding the eventual explanation given to the Comm:.ss:.on /m—«—»;

of the origin of the photograph in question. Scelso stated:.
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"We did not initially disclose to the Warren

Commission all of our technical operations. In other
words, we did not initially disclose to them that we
had photosurveillance because the November photo we had
(of MMM) was not of Oswald. Therefore it did not mean
anything, you see?"

Mr. Goldsmith: ...So the Agency was making a unilateral
decision that this was not relevant to the Warren
Commission.

Scelso: Right, we were not authorized, at first, to reveal
all our technical operations.

. - ofFSobhn ., «f[?2%
dxﬂc/a;sf{;W(Scelso &gé‘&-aop{, pa 150) -
) . = ) Fcbnumy/:”oﬂé
S I TR sieesy the Warren

Commission et access to

. $eu_rue. o € gnelrin o Vtve C /7t co-
telep nlc s veillance productlon)(qs—ééscusse&-rnuthe . - i,
6/‘&/‘% )an sa wg‘&m‘ lart 73,5 fosa e P o T <
j", the <mmsmm of the photosurveillance operatlons,

- J-—o m u.)a.{:\e.a ummlﬂsfﬂ- A-«...(,f.u'.'.&,un - SO

the Agency.

On March 5, 1967, Raymond Rocca wrote in an internal
memorandum to Richard Helms that "we have a problem here for
your determination." Rocca outlineA‘Angleton's desire not to
respond directly to Rankin's request of February 12 regarding
CIA material forwarded to the Secret Service since Novemler 23,
1964. Rocca then stated: |

,f’"Unless you feel otherwise, Jim would prefer
¢ to wait out the Commission on the matter covered by

T \j’ ‘. paragraph 2 (of the above-referenced February 12
- 3_” e letter). If they come back on this point he feels
S o g that you, or someone from here, should be prepared to

go over to show the Commission the material rather than
.# !pass them to them in copy. Incidentally, none of these
1[* items are of new substantive interest. We have either

- passed the material in substa ce to the Commission in
v ,'7xesponse to earlier levies em the items oautherfEEEé
ﬁ,‘-fy‘_a?refer to aborted leads, for example, the famous s¢x
e photographs which are not of Oswald..." C"’90¢12°ﬂ?#-5771ﬂ
\":'\;-"‘ \-—1 (Reee&-fﬂenm 3 FIErCH 64, EOIi! 5';9 250) _ ‘::-rlr. 3 Ml\r‘c/\ﬁy

[V RN SN
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Calderon's 201 file reveals that she arrived in
Mexico City from Havana on January 16, 1963, carrying

Cuban Passport E/63/7. Her date of birth was believed

to be l94§£(Dlspatch HMMA21612 Calderon's presence in
~¢¢xc3mcc\ '
Mexico City was first reported by the CIA on July 15,
1963 in a dispatch from the CIA's Miami field office to
the CIA's Mexico City Sietlon and to the Chief of the CIA's
Z Q1R bo¢, D-Sfﬂ'TCH oFdl-lbo
Special Affalrs staff (for Cuban operations). That dis-' “45’79"
patch had attached to it a report containg biographic data
on personnel then assigned to the Cuban Embassy in Mexico
City. At page three of the attached report Luisa Calderon
was listed as Secretary of the Cuban Embassy's commercial
office. The notatlon indicated that a report was pending

on Calderon. The Agency has attempted, without success,

to locate the report.
On September 1, l°63, a dlspatch was ‘sent from

the Chlef of the SpeCLal Affalrs Staff to the Chlef of .

IA' W] Y4 A ‘ 4 St
bﬂ€’Statlon in® Mexlco Cltyc%Dlspatch HMMW 11935 ﬂ%ﬁ;¥ykcﬁ63~3

Lu:.sa Calderon's assoc:.at:.on with the Cuban DGI Bli~A
Ao rdlod Cain M*:;;:b o™
was first reperted by the CIA on May 5, 1964. At th Saegemjon, |
Lim-z\f""d "“""“"y ’ Ford 67 -21> SMayitcy
. time, HaEEEEﬂgﬁéason, Chief of Counterintelligence for the
\ PQ/;Q/ e

Special Affairs Staff, recorded the results of his de-
briefing of the Cuban defector, AMMUG-l. The memorandum
stateé that AMMUGZhad no dlrect knowledge of Lee Harvey «

Oswald or his activities but was able to provide items

wh of interest based upon the comments of certain Cuban In-

A2 At
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' Xj lt;E wa s
telligence Service officers! /S/‘Elflcally, AMMUG-1 het

beert asked if Oswald was known to the Cuban intelligence
. l\ aS'CA
services before November 23, 1963. AMMUG-1 told Sweﬁsea-

as—recorde1PTn‘tﬁé’May—5~memerandum-that "Prior to October

1963, Oswald visited the Cuban Embassy in Mexico City on

|nd 9t

two or three occasions. Before, during and after these
visits, Oswald was in contact with the Direccion General
De Intelligencia (DGI), specifically with Luisa Calderon,

Manuel Vega Perez, and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez ‘ﬁ:?m?

~aryeSA
Swepson thereafter wrote that Calderon's precise

relationship to the DGI was not clear. As.a comment to

this statement he set forth the CIA cable and dispatch 56

? U(l\‘% )‘-/°‘"(/
traffic which recorded arrival in Me 1cd’§;§M6eparture,Aftfﬁﬁr'
AI\D"Q n\—cﬁé"\a Y"G"v,{c ,4~,€§~~»5‘_‘h & P v

o

. Lal'sc'fo‘
On May 7, 1964, Swemsen recorded additional informa-

tion he had elicited from AMMUG-1 regarding Oswald‘
ctADoC Foid 6§2-29% PE VRS 7""47}

possible contact with the DGI.” Paragraph 3 of this memoran-

dum stated in part:
"a. Luisa Calderon, since she returned to
Cuba, has been paid a regular salary
by the DGI even though she has not per-
formed any services. Her home is in
the Vedado section where the rents are
high.

b. Source (AMMUG) has known Calderon for
several years. Before going to Mexico,
she worked in the Ministry of Exterior
Commerce in the department which was
known as the "Empress Transimport."

Her title was Secretary General of the
Communist Youth in the department named
in the previous sentence. E’l}g ,p?
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+ On May 8 Swemnson further disclosed AMMUG's know-
ledge of the Oswald cas S5 o araphrased
edge o e Oswa case. on paraphrased AMMUG'
g gwenson parap s

knowledge of Calderon as follows:

I thought that Luisa Calderon might have

had contact with Oswald because I learned about
17 March 1964, shortly before I made a trip to
Mexico, that she had been involved with an
American in Mexico. The information to which
I refer was told to me by a DGI case officer...
I had commented to (him) that it seemed strange
that Luisa Calderon was receiving a salary from
the DGI althought she apparently did not do any
work for the Service. (The case officer) told

~ me that hers was a peculiar case and that he
himself believed that she had been recruited in
Mexico by the Central Intelligence Agency al-
though Manuel Pineiro, the Head of the DGI, did
not agree. As I recall, (the case officer) had
investigated Luisa Calderon. This was because,
during the time she was in Mexico, the DGI had
intercepted a letter to her by an American who
signed his name OWER (phonetic) or something
similar. As you know, the pronunciation of
Anglo-Saxon names is difficult in Spanish so
I am not sure of how the name mentioned by Hernan-
dez should be spelled. It could have been "Howard"
or something different. As I understand the matter,
the letter from the American was a love letter
but indicated that there was a clandestine-
professional relationship between the writer and
Luisa Calderon. I also understand from (the
case officer) that after the interception of
the letter she had been followed and seen in the
company of an American. I do not know if this
could have been Oswald...[ECtht

On May 11, Raymond Rocca wrote a memorandum
v to Director Richard Helms regarding the information Swenson
fclﬁ boc FelA 687- 29y, R octamemorandiem , 1t May (6¢
had elicited from AMMUG. Rocca proposed that "the DDP
in person or via a designee, preferably the former, dis-

- cuss the AMMUG/L si;éﬁkion on a very restricted basis

with Mr. Rankin at his earliest convenience either at

the Agency or at the Commission headquarters. Until this
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takes place; it is nqQt desirable to put anything in writ—

- bk p= |

ing. (lL—May—64——Rocca-neme7—EQ;A684—%95—w1%hf4~attachmen;s1
On May 15, 1964, Helms wrote Rankln regarding .

AMMUG's information about the DGI, indicating its sensi-
LA Poc ForaGT2-299 Helws

tivity and operational significance. Attached to Helms' 1S Mag 116
Zt ~ oS%f
communication was a paraphrased accounting of Swéné%n
o bnd

May 5 memorandum. (HéEﬁI3—memc—~May—TS_“1964——FGTﬁf697‘29ﬁ#
In that attachment the intelligence associations of
Manuel Vega Perez and Rogelio Rodriguez Lopez 2xe set
forth. However, that attachment makes no reference what-
soever to Luisa Calderon.

Howard Willens of the Warren Commission, requested

Gt RES D
as a follow-up to the May 15 memorandum, to—~toek—at the
/\M\ooScA ’ 18 Doc f ot
questlons used in SwensSean's 1nterrogatlon of AMMUG Poetey 7395
memov &6 Hocta, 19 June 1964 FaE=339=340). On June 18,
1964 Arthur Dooley of Rocca's counterintelligence research
and-gnalysis group took the questions and AMMUG's responses
to the Warren Commission's officers for Willen's review.
Lzmu,ol(—k)
Willens saw Swensen's May 5 memorandum. The only mention
of éalderon was as follows: "The precise relationship of
Luisa Calderon to the DGI is not clear. She spent about
six months in Mexico from which she returned to Cuba early
&b‘d - L\ -rd\(
in 1964.77 However, Wlllens was not shown the Swemson memoran-
]

dum of May 7 and May 8, 1964 which contained much more

detailed information on Luisa Calderon, including her possible




